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INTRODUCTION

Congress has a longstanding interest in data describing the status of secondary
and postsecondary vocational education programs. Basic questions about the vocational
education enterprise—how it is organiied and governed, what ic offered, who
participates, what is accomplished, and what it costs—have dominated policy discussions
at the local, state, and federal levels during the past thirty years. Accurate answers to
these questions, however, have been difficult to obtain. Producing good national data on
vocational education is an ongoing challenge.

On several occasions, therefore, Congress has asked for better data on vocational
education. Most recently, in the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act of 1990, Congress directed the Secretary of Education to establish a
vocational education data system that, to the extent practicable, would use comparable
information elements and uniform definitions to describe the condition of secondary and
postsecondary vocational education. Generally, this system should support the overall
purpose of federal vocational education policy: “improving educational programs leading
to academic and occupational skill competencies needed to work in a technologically
advanced society” (Section 2). Specifically, this system is to serve two primary
functions: (1) provide Congress with information relevant to policymaking and (2)
provide local, state, and federal agencies, as well as tribal agencies, with information

relevant to program management, administration, and effectiveness of vocational
education.

Additionally, Congress sought a system that would describe the major elements of
the vocational education enterprise, including students, teachers, administrators, facilities,
and equipment. This system should include information on the participation of members
of special populations. At a minimum, such a system should produce national estimates
and do so in the context of the larger secondary and postsecondary education systems.

In calling for a vocational education data “system,” Congress was clear about its
not expecting a new, independent system of collection that would be unique to vocational
education. On the contrary, the law explicitly stated that the system should use, or
modify as necessary, existing data collection systems operated by the U.S. Department of
Education and other federal agencies. The law provided for collection of new data where




necessary, but it clearly stated that any new efforts should complement existing systems.
Further, Congress asked that the Department of Education update the system at least
every three years.

How might these requirements of the 1990 Perkins Act be satisfied? To answer
that question, the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) and the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) contracted with the National Center for Research
in Vocational Education (NCRVE) at the University of California at Berkeley to conduct
a study of national data needs for vocational education. The study had as its primary
purpose advising the Department of Education on the design of systems for collecting and
reporting information on vocational education.

To that end, the study aimed (1) to identify and rank needs for national data on
vocational education, (2) to examine current data collection activities and identify gaps in
information on vocational education, (3) to examine conceptual and methodological
issues complicating data collection. and (4) toc assess the data collection and reporting
capacities of local and state providers of vocational education. To meet these objectives,
the study conducted three major activities. First, study staff held a series of national
meetings with a Professional Working Group (PWG) and other interested parties to
discuss data issues, needs, and priorities. Second, the study team assembled information
on current data collection efforts relevant to vocational education. As a part of this
activity, study staff reviewed in detail the vocational education data elements that are
currently used by the Department of Education and other federal agencies in their
national statistical surveys. This review led to a comprehensive map of existing national
data on vocational education. Third, study staff conducted a series of brief case studies in
each of six states. The study team visited local and state personnel in each of these states
to assess local and state data collection capacity as well as the extent of uniformity and
comparability within and among states in data collection and reporting.

This report sets forth the findings and recommendations of the study. This
introductory chapter reviews the policy and program management questions that data
must address, the different functions that data serves, the history of past efforts to collect
information on vocational education, and the status of current data-collection strategies.
“Describing Context and Trends” examines the kinds of data required to provide general
contextual information about vocational education, as well as information about




important trends. “Describing Program Practices” discusses data requirements for
describing program practices, including evaluating specific federal policy initiatives.
“Monitoring Program Compliance” reviews the data required for monitoring compliance
with federal regulations. “Monitoring Program Performance” looks at data requirements
for monitoring program performance at the local and state levels and their relationship to
federal data needs. The concluding chapter summarizes the study’s findings and
recommendations. Appendices include the data map, describe the results of the case
studies, and list participants in the PWG and other national meetings.

Primary Questions

Typically, major policy and program management questions about vocational
education seek information on seven different topics: (1) organization and governance,
(2) student participation, (3) program offerings, (4) accomplishments, (5) personnel, (6)
facilities and equipment, and (7) costs. To better understand the kind of data needed to
address these questions, this introductory chapter begins by briefly examining some of
the most frequently voiced concerns with respect to each of these topics.

Organization and Governance

Delivering vocational education is primarily the responsibility of local and state
governments. Federal funds for vocational education constitute between five and ten
percent of the total expenditures for vocational education. A few states provide
categorical funding for vocational education, but most support vocational education
through general state aid to secondary and postsecondary programs. Not surprisingly,
therefore, there is considerable variation in the ways in which vocational education is
organized and governed throughout the nation.

Vocational education is offered through both secondary and postsecondary
institutions. Many states also offer courses in the middle school grades. Typically, these
are courses in industrial arts (now called industrial technology or technology education in
many places) and in home economics (also called consumer and homemaking education
or life management). Such courses are also offered in most public high schcols. At the
secondary level, vocational education is primarily a public offering; few private schools
offer vocational education, not even industrial arts or home economics. While the




arrangements differ somewhat from state to state, in all states, comprehensive high
schools provide some vocational education programs.

Many states have also established systems of area vocational schools. Area
schools operate under a joint services agreement established between two or more
comprehensive high schools (usually including two or more school districts) or under the
aegis of a separate county school district. In at least two states, New York and Colorado,
area schools are operated by Boards of Cooperative Education Services (BOCES) and
include special education services and other types of activities provided jointly by
participating districts. California calls its area schools Regional Occupational Centers
and also operates shared-time Regional Occupational Programs at some comprehensive
high schools. As typically organized, area schools enroll high school students in
advanced vocational education programs for part of the day. These students take

academic classes and other electives in their home high school, which is also the locus for
extracurricular activities.

Some school districts, mainly in large cities, also operate full-time vocational high
schools. These schools offer the full spectrum of vocational and academic classes, often
organized around particular clusters of occupations or a specific industry such as health,
business, or aviation. Full-time vocational schools differ from comprehensive high
schools in that all students are expected to participate fully in the vocational curriculum.

At the postsecondary level, both private and public institutions offer vocational
education. Public two- to three-year institutions (community colleges) serve over half of
the students enrolled in postsecondary vocational education programs. Some four-year
institutions offer vocational education, primarily through associate degree programs. A
few states operate vocational/technical institutes. These are nondegree-granting
institutions providing vocational education programs of up to two years in length. In the
private sector, both nonprofit and for-profit institutions offer postsecondary programs.
Private, for-profit institutions (commonly called proprietary schools) provide a range of
offerings, from relatively short-term programs in truck driving or bartending to two-year
associate degree programs in business or health. There are a number of private,
nonprofit, less-than-four-year institutions offering postsecondary vocational education;
private, nonprofit nursing schools are a typical example of this type of institution. Area
schools that serve high school students also provide programs for adults, usually in the




- evenings. Some area schools intentionally mix adults and high school students during

their regular daytime programs, since adults can provide good role models for high
school students and can facilitate teaching.

In recent years, a number of states and local secondary and postsecondary school
districts have been encouraging the development of Tech Prep or 2+2 programs. These
programs span the last two years of high school and the first two years of postsecondary
education. Some (sometimes called 2+2+2 programs) also lead to further postsecondary
education at four-year colleges and universities. In some cases, Tech Prep programs are
little more than simple articulation agreements between secondary and postsecondary
districts. In others, they are sophisticated, jointly funded programs that allow high school

students to receive both high school and college credit for classes they attend at
community colleges.

While the framework of the secondary and postsecondary delivery system is
generally well-understood, there is little accurate information on the numbers of different
types of institutions offering vocational education in each of the states and territories. In
general, better data exists about public institutions than about private institutions.
However, information about public institutions is often incomplete and out of date. For
example, there is no good, current information on the number of area vocational schools
operating throughout the country. The Common Core of Data (CCD) purports to collect
this information, but the data on area schools is inaccurate in several states.

The complexity of governance of secondary and postsecondary vocational
education makes it difficult to obtain good information about institutions providing
vocational education. Federal law requires the states to designate a single state agency as
the responsible authority for vocational education. While all states do, the requirement
masks a wide range of approaches among the states to governing the delivery of
secondary and postsecondary vocational education.

Most states have created different governing boards for overseeing secondary and
postsecondary education and even different governing boards for different systems of
postsecondary education (e.g., a separate board each for community colleges, four-year
state colleges, and universities). A few states have a separate state board for vocational
education that operates independently from the secondary and postsecondary boards.




Responsibility for area schools or vocational/technical institutes may lie with entities
other than the state board of education or the postsecondary board of governors
overseeing community colleges.

For private institutions, of course, there is usually no umbrella state agency with
oversight responsibilities. A few national associations exist to represent the public policy
interests of different types of private educational institutions, but the institutions
themselves operate with high degrees of autonomy.

These various governance arrangements complicate collecting information about
vocational education. There is no single, identical entity in all states with responsibility
for vocational education. Consequently, it is not always apparent to whom requests for
information should be directed. The problem is compounded by the lack of a current,

complete map of the kinds of governance arrangements for vocational education among
the states and territories.

A first step in improving national data about vocational education, therefore, is to
develop a better picture of the various systems for overseeing public and private
vocational education and the structure of the delivery system in each state. How is
vocational education governed, and how many of the different types of secondary and
postsecondary institutions offer vocational programs? A better understanding of
organization and governance would not only direct national data collection efforts to
appropriate sources of information about secondary and postsecondary vocational
education, it would also help federal administrators and policymakers communicate better
with local and state vocational educators. These organizational complexities, however,
are not limited to vocational education. Data and policy on all secondary and
postsecondary education might be improved by closer attention to issues of general

education governance and organization in the states and territories.

Student Participation

Who participates in vocational education? Policymakers at all levels frequently
ask this question. They want to know patterns of participation by race/ethnicity, gender,
and various types of special needs. Special needs populations almost always include
students with disabilities, economic or academic disadvantages, or limited-English

proficiency. Additionally, federal policymakers have been interested in improving access
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to vocational education for single parer.ts, displaced homemakers, criminal offenders,
adults in need of retraining, and individuals who participate in programs designed to
eliminate sex bias.

The question “Who participates in vocational education?” is often confused with
the question “Who is a vocational student?” The two questions are quite different, and
the first is much easier to answer thar the second. At both the secondary and
postsecondary levels, there is usually a well-defined vocational education curriculum, and
identifying participants in this curriculum is relatively straightforward. However, if mere
participation is synonymous with being a vocational education student, then almost all
high school students and a very large percentage of students in less-than-four-year
postsecondary institutions are vocational students. Among 1987 high school seniors,
98% had taken at least one or more courses in vocational education during their high
school careers; 79% of 1980 high school seniors enrolled in public two-year
postsecondary institutions had taken at least one course in the vocational curriculum
(Hoachlander, Kaufman, & Levesque, 1992).

Implicit in the question “Who is a vocational student?” is some notion of
concentration or specialization in the vocational curriculum. There are, however, no
standards, either nationally or in inost states, for what constitutes sufficient concentration
or specialization for a student to count as a vocational student. Moreover, even if such
standards existed, they could only be applied retrospectively to data accumulated over
several years. For example, how would one know whether a high school freshman
enrolled in Agriculture I counted as a vocational student? The student may go on to
concentrate in an agriculture program or may never take another vocational course. If
concentration and specialization are the criteria for determining who is appropriately
labeled a vocational student, such a determination can only be made after students have
completed their secondary or postsecondary careers.

Consequently, one must question the utility of the very notion of a vocational
student. What purpose is served by seeking to label some studen¢s vocational? The
extent of participation defines, at least in part, the scope of the vocational education
enterprise. Where there are well-articulated standards for what constitutes program
completion such as acquisition of the necessary occupational and academic skills needed

to succeed in the iabor market, counting the number of vocational completers has value.




It is also useful to examine how different levels of participation in the vocational
education curriculum are related to the mastery of occupational and academic skills. All
of these issues, however, can be addressed by monitoring program participation and do
not require an arbitrary definition of *‘vocational student.”

In the absence of a clear rationale, therefore, it is probably wise to drop the notion
of “vocational student” from the policy lexicon and concentrate instead on measuring
program participation and the number of program completers. Participation, of course,

needs to be monitored by race/ethnicity, gender, and a variety of special needs.

Program Offerings

Under the 1990 Perkins Act, the term *‘vocational education” means

organized educational programs offering a sequence of courses which are
directly related to the preparation of individuals in paid or unpaid
employment in current or emerging occupations requiring other than a
baccalaureate or advanced degree. Such programs shall include
competency-based applied learning which contributes to an individual’s
academic knowledge, higher-order reasoning, and problem-solving skills,
work attitudes, general employability skills, and the occupational-specific
skills necessary for economic independence as a productive and

contributing member of society. Such term also includes applied
technology education. (Section 521)

Vocational education programs, therefore, can include—and indeed federal policy now
encourages them to include—academic as well as vocational courses. Moreover, federal
policy intends that vocational education emphasize and contribute to the acquisition of
academic knowledge and skills in addition to occupational competencies. This direction

represents an important departure from past conceptions of vocational education, which
stressed occupationally specific skills.

At the secondary level, the vocational curriculum has traditionally been organized
under nine different program areas:

1. Consumer and homemaking education (sometimes called home economics and
now increasingly referred to as life management)

2. Industrial arts (increasingly called industrial technology or technology education)

3. Agriculture

4. Business




Marketing and distribution
Health
Occupational home economics

Trade and industry
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Technical education

Of the nine programs, seven (excluding [1] consumer and homemaking education and [2]
industrial arts) are often referred to as occupationally specific programs or programs
providing *specific labor market preparation” {Choy & Horn, 1992; Gifford,
Hoachlander, & Tuma, 1989). Postsecondary offerings are similar and also exclude
consumer and homemaking education and industrial arts.

Policymakers generally ask two kinds of questions about program offerings: (1)
What programs are offered, and (2) How much vocational education do students take?
Related questions concern the quality of these offerings, especially the extent to which

they meet the needs of current and future labor markets and enhance American
competitiveness and productivity.

What Programs Are Offered?

At the national level, the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) has been
the primary system used by the Department of Education to describe vocational education
offerings (Morgan, Hunt, & Carpenter, 1991). At its most general level, the CIP assigns
two-digit codes to the nine major divisions of vocational education. Health professions
and related sciences programs, for example, all have the two-digit code 51. In some
cases, more than one two-digit code comprises a vocational program area. For example,
trade and industry programs include codes 46, 47, 48, and 49, encompassing construction
trades, mechanics and repairers, precision production trades, and transportation and
materials moving workers programs, respectively. Within each of these major
occupational areas, CIP uses an additional two digits to define more specific programs.
In health, for example, the code 51.08 defines programs in the health and medical
assistants area. An additional two digits further identifies programs within the four-digit
program area. The code 51.0802, for example, stands for a program training students for
the occupation of medical laboratory assistant. In summary, therefore, it is possible to
describe program offerings at the two-, four-, and six-digit levels.




In all, there are seventeen two-digit codes describing the seven occupationally
specific programs. Within these seventeen areas, there are approximately 120 different
four-digit vocational education programs. At the six-digit level, there are over 550
individual vocational education programs covering such diverse subjects as soil and water
mechanical practices, business data entry equipment operation, fashion merchandising,

respiratory therapy technology, custom tailoring and alteration, electromechanical
technology, and cooling and refrigeration.

How much programmatic detail is necessary in reporting data for public policy,
especially at the national level? The answer depends, in large part, on whether one is
interested in program enrollment or program completion. At both the secondary and
postsecondary level, students enroll in courses, not in programs. While a particular
course can usually be identified with one of the major two-digit program areas, quite
often it will be part of two or more programs at the four- or six-digit level. A student
enrolled in Accounting I, for example, could be pursuing any one of six c¢: seven four-
digit business programs. It is often not possible, therefore, to report accurately
enrollment below the two-digit program level. However, when a degree or certificate is
awarded upon completion of a program, identifying the program at either the four- or six-
digit level poses no particular problems. Because completion represents (or at least
should represent) readiness to work in a related occupation, completion information at the
four- or six-digit level is useful for assessing labor market supply. Consequently, if
gathering programmatic detail is required by policy concerns, it should focus on program
completion rather than program enrollment. '

How Much Vocational Education Do Students Take?

While indicators of the amount of activity in vocational education, enrollment and
completion data do not provide an accurate picture of the magnitude of the enterprise.
Assessing the level of effort students expend in vocational education requires additional
measures. At the secondary level, the Carnegie unit is the common measure of the
amount of vocational education taken by students. A Camnegie unit is the equivalent of
taking one 45- to 55-minute course five days a week for about 180 days a year (or the
length of the academic year). At the postsecondary level, semester credits or quarter
credits are the most frequently used measures. At both levels, measures of contact hours
or full-time equivalents (FTE) sometimes replace Carnegie units or credits. In some

instances, such as in many postsecondary proprietary schools, there is no common metric,
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and it is possible only to measure the number of courses taken. Efforts to collect
information about the amount of vocational education taken by students (e.g., through
transcript studies, for example) must struggle with procedures for converting these
different methods for measuring class time into a single, common measure. Doing so
successfully, of course, depends first on knowing what unit is being used by the reporting
institution, not always an easy requirement to satisfy for students whose educational
careers span two or more institutions using different systems.

At the secondary level, transcript studies now provide accurate information on the
number of Carnegie units students accumulate in vocational education. Depending on the
sample size of these studies, this information can be reported by a two-, four-, or six-digit
program area. As a general rule, however, it is difficulc to obtain from transcript studies
information for more than about thirty to fifty individual vocational education programs.
More detail would require very costly increases in sample sizes.

Carnegie units and credits mainly measure seat time. They are not direct
measures of learning. Hence, there is a growing interest in other ways of assessing what
is accomplished in vocational education, our next subject.

Accomplishments

In trying to gauge the effectiveness of vocational education, policymakers
traditionally have focused on labor market outcomes. Measures such as placement rates,
time to employment, earnings, time employed, and employer satisfaction have been used
to assess how well vocational education serves the employment needs of business and
industry as well as the career aspirations of program participants.

Recently, policymakers have expressed a growing interest in the learning
outcomes of vocational education. How well does vocational education contribute to the
mastery of academic skills and students’ abilities to apply these skills in work settings?
Do students acquire the appropriate occupational competencies for performing on the
job? The 1990 Perkins Act encourages vocational educators to pay more attention to
teaching “all aspects of the industry.” This prescription seeks to expand the focus of
vocational education beyond narrow, job-specific skills to more generic knowledge about
an industry’s history, financial underpinnings, labor composition, technology, and place
in domestic and world markets.




Assessing accomplishments by measuring either traditional labor market
outcomes or less conventional learning outcomes, poses many challenges. Local and
state follow-up of labor murket outcomes and other types of post-program completion
consequences (e.g., enlistment in the military or pursuit of further education or training)
have been plagued by short follow-up timelines and low response rates. National
longitudinal studies have usually overcome these shortcomings, but limited sample size
has often severely constrained analyses of program effectiveness. To date, evaluating
learning outcomes has been forced to rely mainly on standardized achievement tests that
were not designed with vocational issues in mind and that do not lend themselves to
assessing workplace applications of academic skills. Several promising efforts to design
alternative forms of assessment such as performance assessment and portfolios are

underway but still several years from acceptable validity and reliability and widespread
application.

The nature of testing also differs markedly between secondary and postsecondary
institutions. Universal, uniform standardized tests are much more common at the
secondary than at the postsecondary level. Similarly, statewide curriculum and
curriculum standards are more prevalent among secondary than postsecondary systems.
Consequently, uniform evaluation of learning outcomes is more problematic for
postsecondary vocational education programs.

Personnel

Policymakers have also asked questions about the characteristics of faculty and
administrators responsible for delivering vocational education programs. What is the
distribution of vocational education personnel at the secondary and postsecondary levels
by race/ethnicity, gender, and age? What qualifications do they possess, and how much
experience in education have they developed? Do they have clear connections to the
industries for which they prepare students, and do they have current knowledge of
industry-specific technology and labor skill requirements?

Closely related to these questions are concerns about the adequacy of teacher
training institutions, the fit between supply and demand for vocational educators, and
leadership development. What institutions train vocational faculty? What kinds of

programs do they offer prospective teachers? Are these in keeping with present and
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future expectations about the kinds of knowledge, skills, and abilities students will need
to succeed in particular industries and occupations?

Data on both secondary and postsecondary vocational faculty is now available
from periodic surveys conducted by NCES. Relatively few secondary or postsecondary
faculty teach both vocational education and academic subjects, so it is easy to isolate
vocational faculty and describe their characteristics.

Facilities and Equipment

Policymakers and program managers have also asked questions about the
facilities and equipment used for vocational education. Are facilities and equipment
adequate? Are they under- or over-utilized? Are they in good condition? Are they
adequate for serving physically handicapped students? Does the equipment used reflect
the state of the art in the industry?

Little data on vocational facilities and equipment is readily available. The last
comprehensive study of facilities was completed in 1978 and did not include a study of
equipment (Woodruff, 1978). While providing some information, current statistical
surveys do not include a systematic overview of facilities or inventory of equipment.
Although local providers of vocational education keep records of equipment purchased
with federal funds, this information is not routinely gathered and provides only a partial
picture of equipment used for vocational education.

Costs

Funding for secondary and postsecondary vocational educaticn is largely the
responsibility of local and state governments, with federal dollars representing a
relatively small fraction of total spending for vocational education. Precisely what
fraction federal dollars constitute is difficult to determine. Most states and local
accounting systems track expenditures by object—salaries, benefits, supplies, equipment,
travel, and so on—not by program. Most secondary and postsecondary systems can no
more tell what they spend for vocational education than they can for math, English,
science, or social studies.
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Nevertheless, using information on FTE faculty or student contact hours in
vocational education, it is possible to estimate total expenditures for vocational education.
Best estimates of the percentage of total spending for vocational education accounted for
by federal dollars have been in the range of five to ten percent. In recent years, the
percentage has almost certainly been declining as the amount of federal spending has

remained about constant and state and local spending for education has increased.

Tracing the distribution of federal funds for vocational education poses no
particular problems. States routinely keep track of allocations of Perkins funds to eligible
recipients, and the information is reported annually to the federal government. Similarly,
local recipients keep good records on uses of federal funds. Although local recipients are
not required to report data on the uses of funds to Washington, the information is readily
available for periodic special studies conducted by OVAE or as part of the National
Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE). At the postsecondary level, probably the
greatest federal support for vocational education comes not from the Perkins Act, but

from the various federal student aid programs that make loans and grants, which include
the costs of tuition.

Obtaining precise estimates of local and state expenditures for vocational
education is more problematic, although a growing number of local recipients are
beginning to maintain program budgets and accounting systems. A few states provide
categorical assistance for vocational education, but most provide state support for
vocational education indirectly through general purpose state aid, which local districts
and institutions are free to spend as they wish. Similarly, local support for vocational
education usually comes from general purpose property tax revenues rather than from
levies earmarked for vocational education. In the absence of program budgets, therefore,
it is impossible to obtain precise estimates of local and state expenditures for vocational
education in any kind of inexpensive, routine fashion. Special studies are required.

In summary, the most frequently asked questions about vocational education can
be organized into these six major topics: (1) organization and governance, (2) student
participation, (3) program offerings, (4) accomplishments, (5) personnel, and (6) costs.
Data for each of these areas will be shaped by the specific functions the information

serves. Assessing national data needs for vocational education, therefore, depends on a
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clear understanding of the various functions related to the policy and program
management concerns that vocational education data is expected to address.

Functions of National Data on Vocational Education

As directed by the 1990 Perkins Act, a national vocational education data system
should provide Congress with information relevant to policymaking and tribal, local,
state, and federal agencies wiih information relevant to program management. In order to
meet these needs, national data must address four subsidiary functions: (1) describing the
general context and trends related to vocational education; (2) describing program
practices, including evaluating specific federal policy initiatives; (3) monitoring
compliance with federal legislation; and (4) monitoring program performance. These
four functions are not mutually exclusive. Data that serves one function can be useful in
another, and data collected for all four functions can be used to establish federal policy
and to manage programs. Nevertheless, the four functions are sufficiently distinct, so one
must guard against the temptation to design a single system that will simultaneously meet
the requirements of all four. The distinct requirements of these functions argue for a
multiform system of vocational education data collection rather than a single, overarching
design that will address all concerns.

To illustrate, Congress has an ongoing, long-term interest in monitoring
participation in vocational education by different subgroups of secondary and
postsecondary students. Race/ethnicity and gender, for example, are two student
demographic variables that have been the focus of national policy for some time. Most
ongoing efforts to collect data on participation in vocational education curricula, as well
as in academic curricula, routinely include such demographic variables. Hence, with
these data collections, it is possible to monitor over extended periods of time trends and

changes in students’ patterns of participation in vocational education.

A dataset well-suited for addressing ongoing interests, however, often will not
help to assess more specific concemns that may be novel or short-term in interest. For
example, it is not likely that the National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS:88) which
follows a cohort of eighth graders beginning in 1988 will be very useful for evaluating
the effectiveness of Tech Prep programs. NELS and other similar datasets, of course, can




play an important role in special, short-term evaluations. They can, for example, provide
good information on the population at large against which the results of specially targeted
data collection can be evaluated. These ongoing national data sources, however, are not
sufficient sources of information for addressing most objectives of specific, short-term
evaluations of new policy initiatives. NELS:88 was designed, baseline questionnaires
developed, and samples drawn well before Tech Prep became 2 focus of federal policy in
1990. While NELS:88 will provide excellent data on overall participation in vocational
education, it will not permit much analysis of participation in Tech Prep. The evaluation
of Tech Prep programs will require a separate, perhaps one-time study, with a data
collection strategy designed specifically for that purpose.

Similarly, accounting for the distribution of federal funds for Tech Prep programs
will require information on the universe of recipients of federal funds for Tech Prep. The
data collection design for an evaluation of Tech Prep will fall far short of the coverage
needed for accountability of funds for Tech Prep. A separate, albeit more limited, data
gathering effort is necessary to satisfy these compliance concerns.

Finally, data useful for monitoring the performance of Tech Prep programs will be
somewhat different from that required for the other three functions. Assuming program
improvement is ultimately a local responsibility, data useful for monitoring program
performance may need to reflect local needs and circumstances. Thus, while uniformity
and comparability across localities and states may be desirable for general national
policymaking and more specific policy evaluation, data for iocal program improvement
may be useful only to the extent that they are not uniform and comparable. Data for

monitoring program performance, therefore, will often require yet another approach to
system design and data collection.

In short, meeting multiple policy and program management objectives usually
requires multiple instruments. This rule applies as much to the design of data systems as
it does to the development of particular policy and program strategies. Design of a
national vocational education data system needs to keep these various functions in mind
and tailor systems accordingly. The “Describing Context and Trends,” “Describing
Program Practices,” “Monitoring Program Compliance,” and “Monitoring Program
Performance” sections offer some general guidelines for collecting data that serve each

function as well as describe current data collection efforts and identify gaps in
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information needed to address the seven primary policy and program management
questicns.

The more varied and distinct the functions of national data become, the less likely
a single data system will be able to serve these many objectives. Multiple systems will be
required. Unfortunately, this requirement has not been well-understood in past efforts to
collect nationai data on vocational education. As the foliowing discussion elaborates, the
history of gathering national data on vocational education is replete with miscues that

have severely undermined the value of the information collected.

History of Collecting National Vocational Education Data!

Since the passage of the Smith Hughes Act in 1917, the federal government has
collected statistics in some form on vocational education. Until 1963, these amounted
only to gross counts of students enrolied in the major program areas supported by federal
aid: agriculture, business, trade and industry, and so on. The Vocational Education Act
of 1963 and the 1968 Amendments began requiring a series of annual reports that
contained more detailed reporting. In addition to enrollment in major program areas,
states were asked to report information on total vocational education enrollment by race.
They were also asked for information on enroliment of disadvantaged and handicapped
students; enrollments in secondary, postsecondary, and adult vocational education
programs; and expenditures from federal allocations as well as local and state
expenditures for vocational education.

Responsibility for collecting these data lay with the Bureau of Occupational and
Adult Education (BOAE) in the then U.S. Office of Education. Although many states
used some of their federal vocational education research funds to develop new automated
information systems, little uniformity existed across states. Problems with inaccurate,
inconsistent data persisted throughout the 1960s, and Congress frequently complained
about the quality of information on vocational education.

! This section is taken from E. Gareth Hoachlander's (1989) National Data Needs for Vocational
Education.
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Project Baseline

To help address this problem, Congress established Project Baseline in 1970, a
joint effort of the National Advisory Council on Vocational Education and the U.S.
Office of Education. In Project Baseline’s own words, the project “was established to get
the information everyone needs and no one seems to have” (Lee, 1972). Baseline
attempted to work with each of the states to develop a more complete and more reliable
national picture of secondary and postsecondary vocational education.

Despite five years of effort, Project Baseline was unable to overcome most of the
problems that had plagued the collection of vocational education data throughout the
1960s. Enrollment data still fluctuated wildly from year to year. Follow-up informaticn
was either unavailable or based on such small response rates that the data was useless.
For example, in 1972, twelve states reported secondary enrollment in vocational
education that was more than twenty percent greater than enrollment in 1971. Thirteen
states in 1973 and 1974, fourteen states in 1975, and seven states in 1976 reported
secondary enrollment increases of more than twenty percent from the previous year.
During the period 1971 to 1976, from twelve to twenty-four states regularly reported
annual data on the number of program completers tiiat represented increases of more than
twenty percent over the previous year (Benson, Hoachlander, & Johnson, 1980). While
general secondary enrollment was still growing modestly in the early 1970s, the growth

was not large enough to make credible changes of more than twenty percent in vocational
education enrollments.

To its credit, Project Baseline did not mindlessly report these large fluctuations.
Baseline sought explanations from the states; and in most instances, there were good
reasons for the annual differences: new definitions, alterations in reporting systems,
duplicative counting, late reporting, and missing data were but a few of the causes of
inconsistent reporting over time. However, while Project Baseline could explain the
problems, it could not correct them. The sorry state of vocational education data was left
unchanged, and Project Baseline ceased collecting data after 1976.

The Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)

In 1976, Congress decided to move primary responsibility for vocational
education data collection out of BOAE and lodge it with NCES. As NCES was the
primary repository for educational data and had the expertise to oversee the design and
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implementation of large scale data collection efforts, Congress hoped that NCES would
produce more reliable information on vocational education. Thus, the 1976 Amendments
to the Vocational Education Act directed NCES to design and operate a VEDS. Congress
wanted VEDS to supply annual information on vocational education students, programs,
program outcomes, staff, facilities, and expenditures. Congressman Carl Perkins (1981)
summarized the general purpose of VEDS in his opening remarks on VEDS during
hearings on December 10, 1981: “In mandating this system, Congress was responding to

a lack of adequate data to judge program effectiveness and to make important decisions
about future directions.”

After almost two years in the design stages, VEDS began collecting data in 1978-
1979. No one knows how much VEDS cost—some estimates were as high as $200
million when the resources expended by local and state personnel were counted—but by
1983, despite extraordinary efforts and expense, the realization was growing that the
latest attempt to improve vocational education data had failed. In 1983, NCES performed
a number of validity tests on the four years of accumulated data. These checks confirmed
what many critics of VEDS had argued from the outset, that thres major problems
plagued the system:

1. Lack of comparability among states. Data was not comparable from state to state
and, therefore, yielded misleading national totals when aggregated.

2. Year-to-year variability. The data exhibited excessive variation over time, which

was difficult to explain. Consequently, the VEDS data could not be used to
describe trends over time accurately.

3. Within-state discrepancies. When VEDS data from some states were compared to
state data from other sources, many large discrepancies were observed; these
could not be adequately explained.

Following these findings by NCES, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) withdrew approval in December 1983 for collecting VEDS data for 1983-1984
and 1984-1985, because “VEDS has substantial and continuing problems collecting data
which are accurate and meaningful.” In a memo, the OMB (1983) directed that the
“collection should not be undertaken at this juncture and should remain suspended until
the Department [of Education] has fully implemented the plan for improving VEDS.”

Improving VEDS, however, proved impossible. Although some parts of the
system probably did produce reasonably accurate information, the widely circulated
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horror stories (more Native American secondary students enrolied in vocational education
in one state than the state’s total population of Native Americans) subjected VEDS to
such ridicule that there was little hope of salvaging any credibility for an improved
system. In February 1984, the NCES Administrator, with the concurrence of OVAE

(formerly BOAE), issued the following statement in a memo to the Secretary of
Education:

The current [VEDS] system has serious technical problems. NCES
believes that the technical problems do not lend themselves to correction

without a major system redesign. The data are unreliable and subject to
serious misinterpretation.

Consequently, VEDS was permanently terminated, and another major effort to produce
accurate, reliable national data about vocational education had failed.2

Despite the termination of VEDS nationally, many states have continued to
operate modified versions of VEDS for their own purposes. While unable to achieve the
uniformity and comparability necessary in a national data system, VEDS did succeed in

stimulating states to pay more attention to vocational education data and develop systems
that better met local and state policy concerns.

Data Collection Under the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984

In fall of 1984, Congress tried once again. The Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act of 1984 directed NCES to develop “a national vocational education data
reporting and accounting system using uniform definitions. The system required by this

section was to include the following information on vocational education:

. Students (including information concerning race, sex, and handicapping
condition)

. Programs

. Program completers and leavers

. Placement and follow-up

. Staff

2 For an excellent analysis of the problems inherent in the design and implementation of VEDS, see
Bames, 1984.
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. Facilities
. Expenditures in relation to the principal purposes of this Act (Section 421)

This data collection mandate, however, differed from VEDS in one very important
respect: NCES was to rely on sample surveys rather than a universal census.
Furthermore, the information would be updated every other year rather than annually.
There was one major exception to the use of sample surveys. Section 423 directed NCES
to collect information on all secondary handicapped students enrolled in vocational
education and to report this information by four-digit CIP code, instructional setting, and
handicapping condition.

The 1984 Perkins Act also continued the National Occupational Information
Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and charged it with assisting states in developing and
implementing state occupational information systems to meet the needs of both
vocational education and employment training programs. The primary objective of these

systems is gathering information on labor market supply and demand and making the
information accessible to a variety of users.

Efforts to comply with these directives on data collection proceeded much more
cautiously than the earlier attempt with VEDS. Rather than develop an independent
system for vocational education data ccllection, NCES relied on a strategy that
emphasized using a variety of existing data collection efforts and, when necessary,
modifying them to obtain better information on vocational education. Thus, requests for
data on vocational education would be embedded in ongoing studies of the larger
secondary and postsecondary education enterprises. These studies included the National
Longitudinal Study of the Senior Class of 1972 (NLS-72), High School and Beyond
(HS&B), and NELS:88. NLS-72 and HS&B figured prominently in the analyses
undertaken by the first NAVE, the assessment required of the Department of Education
by the 1984 Perkins Act (Section 403a). Additionally, NAVE, in cooperation with the
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) and NCES, led an
effort to use the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) to collect recent

secondary school transcripts to analyze participation patterns in secondary vocational
education.
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Special attention was paid to using this NAEP supplement to develop information
on the coursetaking patterns of handicapped students. Although the 1984 Perkins Act
directed NCES to collect information on ail handicapped students, NCES maintained that
this request was unworkable. Section 423 would simply have forced NCES to repeat the
VEDS fiasco, albeit limited only to handicapped students. In contrast, the NAEP
transcript supplement, while limited to a national sample of handicapped students,
yielded for the first time a rich database on the participation patterns of handicapped
students in all aspects of the secondary school curriculum, vocational as well as
academic, by instructional setting and handicapping condition.

Additional information on secondary vocational education has since become
available from the Schools and Staffing Survey, which was conducted by NCES during
the 1987-1988 school year. NELS:88. the most recent longitudinal study undertaken by
NCES, is also providing a longitudinal portrait of participation in vocational education
beginning with the eighth grade.

At the postsecondary level, NCES has sought to revamp the Higher Education
General Information System (HEGIS) to include the full array of institutions offering
vocational education outside of high schools. This revised data collection, called the
Integrated Postsecondary Education System (IPEDS), replaced HEGIS and has become a
major source of data on postsecondary vocational education enrollment and completion
as well as postsecondary staffing, finances, and institutional characteristics. In many
respects, IPEDS retains many of the assumptions and approaches to data collection that
proved ineffective in VEDS. While a thorough assessment of the quality of data on
vocational education generated by IPEDS is beyond the scope of this study, there are
indications that the IPEDS data on enrollment suffers from the same problems of
consistency and comparability that plagued VEDS. These problems will need further
investigation.

Additionally, the postsecondary transcripts collected for NLS-72 and HS&B
provide a wealth of data on postsecondary coursetaking patterns in vocational education.
Finally, the National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey (NPSAS) made data on financial
assistance available on postsecondary students participating in vocational education in the
full array of postsecondary institutions, including proprietary schools.
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NLS-72 and HS&B, as well as NLS Youth—the longitudinal study maintained by
the U.S. Department of Labor—have also proven to be excellent sources of data for

analyzing labor market outcomes associated with participation in vocational education.
Not only do these studies overcome the problem of poor response rates, but they also

permit tracking the labor market experiences of participants over much longer periods of
time.

Data Collection Required by the Carl D. Perkins Applied Technology Education Act
of 1990

As noted at the outset, the 1990 Perkins Act directs the Secretary of Education to
establish a vocational education data system. It should be apparent, however, that a
system of sorts, or at least major parts of a system, is already in place. Much of what
Congress requested in the 1990 Perkins Act is available in more useful, accurate, and
consistent forms than ever before. Moreover, the 1990 Perkins Act reestablishes the
NAVE and requires a number of special studies by the General Accounting Office,
Planning and Evaluation Services, and OVAE.

In sum, the history of congressional mandates to collect vocational education data
is a series of attempts that has assumed that uniformity can be obtained from an enterprise
that is extraordinarily diverse. Moreover, legislation has not been adequately sensitive to
how vocational education interacts with the rest of the education system and to the
implications of these interactions for data collection. In responding to the mandate of the
1990 Perkins Act, what is needed in the area of vocational education data is not a new
independent, centralized vocational education data system. Much more desirable is a
process for identifying major gaps in information and for deciding who is in the best
position to fill them. Additionally, information on vocational education can be improved
by concentrating on fine-tuning existing and planned data collection efforts to improve
timing, eliminate inconsistencies, and to take advantage of low-cost opportunities to
collect additional data. Finally, while data collection should remain decentralized, it
would be desirable to centralize expertise in using these various datasets to analyze
vocational education and provide quick, efficient responses to requests for information.
Addressing such concerns is one of the primary aims of this study.




DESCRIBING CONTEXT AND TRENDS

Purposes of the Data

To assess the general evolution of vocational education nationally, policymakers
and administrators need data that describes the big picture and trends and changes over
time. Policymakers and administrators want to know basic information about the size of
the vocational education enterprise: Is it growing or contracting, is growth greater at the

secondary or postsecondary level, and are particular programs growing or contracting -

faster than others? Information about who participates in vocational education and to
what degree is also important. Are the demographics of students changing with respect to
age, race/ethnicity, gender, or special needs? Similar information about faculty teaching
vocational education is also useful not only for monitoring the composition of secondary
and postsecondary teachers but also for assessing potential shortages and surpluses of
staff. Additionally, information on the outcomes of varying degrees of participation in
vocational education is useful. What do students learn as a result of participating in
vocational education, and how do they fare in the labor market over the long term? These
are macro questions. Answers to them provide policymakers and administrators with
information necessary for program planning and for setting priorities, targeting resources,
and identifying areas needing new direction and leadership.

Data Collection Methods

Describing the general context for vocational education nationally and the
relevant trends requires data that reflects a high degree of uniformity and comparability
over the long term, as well as at any one point in time. The information, however, does
not need to be collected very frequently because the variables usually do not change
rapidly. Every four or five years is sufficient to detect trends and important changes.

Contextual data on vocational education should not be collected in isolation from
other types of experience. At times, it may be useful to compare various types of
vocational education experiences, various levels of participation in vocational education,
or participation in vocational education with nonvocational education. Additionally, data
used to detect national trends should support both longitudinal and cross-sectional

analysis. In some instances, it may be useful to follow the same students, faculty,

29
24




schools, or institutions over time; while in others, it may be sufficient to compare similar
groups at two or more points in time. Longitudinal data is particularly useful for tracking
the various educational and career paths and outcomes of students, and cross-sectional

data helps describe the scope of the vocational enterprise at a particular point in time.

Finally, sufficient data must be available to support relatively detailed analysis. If
sampling methods are used, sample sizes need to be large enough to enable comparisons
to be made among subgroups of the general population. However, not every study needs
to address all questions. Therefore, the periodicity, context, type of trend analysis, and

sample size of various data collection instruments may vary depending on the purpose of
the study.

Ongoing, national sample surveys are especially well-suited to providing
information for longer-term concerns. Compared to universal censuses or elaborate
experimental designs, such surveys are relatively low-cost, low-burden strategies for
producing accurate national estimates of key variables. To ensure consistency over time,
responsibility for administering these surveys has been lodged with particular federal
agencies experienced in national statistics—the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES), the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and the Bureau of the Census (Census),
for example. These agencies ensure that the integrity of the surveys is maintained and
that institutional knowledge about the data and methods builds over time. Changes in
these surveys can be made to accommodate new concerns. However, such changes must
be made with care so as to maintain the historical value of the surveys and to ensure that
the changes have long-term future utility.

What makes these surveys so useful for describing the big picture renders them
relatively ineffective for addressing shorter-run questions—for instance, about the
effectiveness of particular government policies or initiatives. These surveys have long
planning and implementation horizons that precede and cannot anticipate major shifts in
national concerns about vocational education, nor are these survevs easily changed
retroactively to reflect new initiatives. Understanding the consequences of particular
policies and practices requires a very different approach (conducting special studies) that

will be discussed in “Describing Program Practices.”
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Existing Data Collection Activities

NCES is the statistical agency with primary responsibility for collecting national
data on education. Since 1984, NCES has relied on a strategy that gathers information on
vocational education through a variety of existing survey instruments and in the context
of general education. This integrated approach has had several advantages: (1) reducing
the data burden on respondents by modifying existing data collection instead of creating
new survey instruments; (2) increasing the reliability and comparability of the data
collected by imposing uniform definitions and data collection procedures; and (3)
increasing the power of the available data—for example, by facilitating comparisons
between vocational and nonvocational education.

The following list summarizes the current and planned NCES databases that
contain information on vocational education. Appendix A contains data maps for both
secondary and postsecondary education that describe many of these databases in finer
detail, including the specific pieces of information that are available on vocational
education.

. Baccalaureate and Beyond (B&B)

. Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) (forthcoming)

. Common Core of Data (CCD)

. Fast Response Survey System (FRSS)

. High School & Beyond (HS&B) Sophomore and Senior Cohorts

. High School Transcript Study (HSTS) (also referred to as the NAEP transcript
study)

. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)

. National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS)

. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

. National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88 or NELS)
. National Household Education Survey (NHES)

. National Longitudinal Study of 1972 (NLS-72)

. National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS)
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. National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF)
. Recent College Graduates Study (RCG)
. Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)

In addition to relying on in-house databases, NCES also conducts or plans to conduct

studies of vocational education using databases supported by other federal offices and
agencies:

. Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities and Survey of Inmates
of State Correctional Facilities, Bureau of Justice Statistics

. Current Population Survey (CPS), Bureau of the Census

. Education Profile Report and Post-Release Employment Project, Bureau of
Prisons

. National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLS-Youth), Department of Labor

. National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS), Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services

. Study of Conditions of Confinement in Juvenile Detention and Correctional
Facilities, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

. Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), Bureau of the Census

The primary databases containing information on secondary vocational education
include NAEP, NELS:88, SASS, and NLTS. The primary sources of postsecondary
vocational education information include BPS, IPEDS, NHES, NPSAS, NSOPF, CPS,
and SIPP. Several databases contain information relevant to both secondary and
postsecondary vocational education, including HS&B and NLS-72. The longitudinal
surveys, NELS:88 and NLTS, will contain postsecondary information in the future but
currently only cover the secondary education experiences of participants.

These databases represent both longitudinal and cross-sectional data collection
efforts. Cross-sectional surveys are conducted every two to four years at both the
secondary and postsecondary levels: NAEP and NPSAS survey primarily students;
SASS and NSOPF survey faculty; CCD and IPEDS collect data on the universe of
secondary and postsecondary schools and institutions rather than rely on sampling
techniques; and NHES and CPS collect information from the general U.S. population.
Longitudinal surveys generally span both secondary and postsecondary education and
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beyond and are launched approximately every eight years: NLS-72, HS&B, NELS:88,
and NLTS follow students beginning in high school or earlier; BPS follows students who
began their postsecondary education in 1990; and B&B (replacing RCG) follows students
completing their baccalaureate degrees in 1993. SIPP represents a frequent but short-
term longitudinal study, selecting a new sample from the adult U.S. population every one
or two years and following the employment and income experiences of that group for
about two and a half years.

Description of Available Information

The following sections describe how the data that is available through the above
databases address the key policy and program management questions identified in the
introductory chapter, and they describe any major gaps in information.

Organization and Governance

CCD tallies the total number of public secondary schools in each state and
provides information on the types of schools, including regular, special education,
alternative education, and vocational education schools. By matching this information
with data on educational agency type, the database attempts to sort out area vocational
centers from full-time vocational high schools. However, because of variations in state
reporting methods, CCD currently undercounts area vocational centers in some states.
Furthermore, the database does not indicate to what extent regular, special education, and
alternative education schools offer vocational education. At the postsecondary level,
IPEDS surveys the universe of postsecondary institutions in the country, including public
and private institutions, and identifies those institutions offering an occupational program
of study as part of their curriculum. However, IPEDS currently undercounts private, for-
profit (proprietary) schools.

At the secondary level, the transcript studies are limited in their ability to provide
information about student enrollment in area vocational centers. HS&B, NAEP, and
NELS:88 do not include area vocational centers in their sample frames, although they ask
whether vocational courses are taught off-campus. However, the accuracy of inferring
area vocational center enrollments from information about the on- and off-campus

location of courses has been questioned. Consequently, it is not possible to relate with
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accuracy student participation, program offerings, or student outcomes to the various
types of vocational education delivery systems. Although SASS surveys area vocational
centers, these schools are not oversampled and are too few in number to produce reliable
comparisons among teachers employed in various school settings.

Identifying various vocational education delivery systems is possible at the
postsecondary level. NSOPF contains data on faculty in all nonproprietary postsecondary
institutions granting associate degrees or higher, including public and private four-year
institutions; community colleges; and private, nonprofit, less-than-four-year colleges.
NPSAS contains information on students in all types of postsecondary institutions,
including proprietary institutions and nondegree-granting vocational/technical institutes.
Additionally, several longitudinal databases (HS&B, NLS-72, and BPS) contain or will
contain transcript data from all types of postsecondary institutions offering vocational
education, allowing comparisons across institutions at a fairly detailed level of analysis.
However, as mentioned in the introduction, postsecondary institutions apply different
methods for measuring class time, which presents a serious challenge to creating a
common measure for comparison. Finally, NHES and CPS contain limited data on the

participation of the general population in all types of postsecondary and adult vocational
education.

Student Participation
Section 421 of the 1990 Perkins Act requires that the vocational education data

system that is the subject of this study contain data reflecting the extent of participation of
the following populations:

. Women
. Native Americans

. Individuals with handicaps

. Individuals of limited-English proficiency

. Economically disadvantaged students (including information on students in rural
and urban areas)

. Adults in need of training and retraining

. Single parents

(2 ¢
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. Incarcerated youths or criminal offenders

. Individuals in programs designed to eliminate gender bias and sex stereotyping
. Minorities

. Displaced homemakers

Women, Native Americans, Individuals with Handicaps, and Minorities

All the major secondary education databases containing high school transcript
data (HS&B Sophomores, NAEP, and NELS:88) and even those without such transcript
data (NLS-72 and HS&B Seniors) can identify women, Native Americans, handicapped
students, and other minorities. The major postsecondary education databases (NLS-72,
HS&B, IPEDS, CPS, and NPSAS) can also identify women, Native Americans, and other
racial-ethnic groups, while several (NLS-72, HS&B, and NPSAS) include variables
identifying handicapped students. NLTS will provide additional information on disabled
students at both the secondary and postsecondary levels.

Although these databases generally include Asians and Native Americans, the
small sample sizes for these groups frequently render large apparent differences
statistically insignificant. Furthermore, detailed analysis such as that by level of
participation in vocational education, by institutional type, or by any other characteristic
that requires dividing the sample of students into two or more groups almost always
requires that researchers suppress statistics for these groups because the “cell size” (i.e.,
the number of students included in a specific category) does not meet minimum standards
for confidentiality of the data. Similar problems occur when analyzing data for students
by handicapping condition rather than overall handicap status and sometimes when
analyzing data for Hispanic students. While sample size will inevitably become a
problem as analysis is undertaken at finer and finer levels of detail, the small numbers of
Asians and Native Americans, in particular, that are usually ircluded in national studies
makes even basic types of analysis difficult.

Individuals of Limited-English Proficiency

At the secondary level, only NELS:88 and NAEP 1990 identify limited-English
proficient (LEP) students. The other secondary education datasets identify students
whose home language is other than English but do not provide information about
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proficiency. NAEP 1987 excluded severe LEP students from the main surveys, although
it collected a small amount of data on such students, including achievement test scores,
through a questionnaire completed by school officials. None of the postsecondary
datasets currently identify LEP students. The 1993 NPSAS asks students to report the
primary language that was spoken at home when they were children but does not provide
information about English proficiency.

Economically Disadvantaged Students

At the secondary level, economically disadvantaged students are identified in
several ways. Two of the datasets containing high school transcript data (HS&B and
NELS:88) provide composite socioeconomic status (SES) variables created from parental
background data such as mother’s and father’s occupations and education. NAEP 1987
and 1990 include SES-type variables in the surveys but not in the transcript studies.
NAEP’'s SES variables are constructed from information on mother’s and father’s
education and a list of reading materials available in the home. All of the major datasets
contain urban/rural information, although some of the data is problematic.

At the postsecondary level, economically disadvantaged students can be identified
using NLS-72, HS&B, and NPSAS. Although NLS-72 and HS&B provide composite
SES variables created from parental background data, SES can be constructed in NPSAS
from data on parents’ educational levels, socioeconomic index scores of parents’
occupations, and parents’ income for dependent students. NLS-72 and HS&B describe
the urbanicity of the student’s high school. NPSAS provides information cn the
urbanicity of the postsecondary institutions but not of students’ home communities.

Although not mentioned specificaily in Section 421 of the 1990 Perkins Act,
academically disadvantaged students can be identified at the secondary level using
NAEP, NLS-72, and HS&B. These databases contain information on high schocl grades
and NLS-72 and HS&B contain assessment scores. The 1990 NAEP study will also be
able to link student transcript information to test scores. At the postsecondary level,
NPSAS 1987 provides GPAs for students taking credit-hour courses, and NPSAS 1990
provides GPAs for all students.

The methods used to identify economically and academically disadvantaged
students in the above-mentioned national studies are not necessarily consistent with the
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definitions included in the Perkins regulations. These regulations define an economically
disadvantaged family or individual as eligible by the following criteria:

. Aid to Families with Dependent Children
. Food Stamp Program
. Chapter 1

. Free or reduced-price federal lunch (however, the National School Lunch Act
prohibits the identification of individual students)

. JTPA

or by meeting any of the following criteria:

. In receipt of a Pell Grant or assistance under a comparable state program
. Determined to be low income according to the latest federal data
. Identified as low income according to other indices of economic status

Additionally, under the general definition of “disadvantaged” the regulations include
migrants.

Although the use of SES variables may be consistent with the item “other indices
of economic status,” using additional measures of economic disadvantage could enrich
existing analysis. For example, the longitudinal datasets that include adult cohorts (NLS—
72, and HS&B Sophomore and Senior Cohorts) contain salary and public assistance
history, and NPSAS provides information on state and federal financial aid and family
income. However, collecting relevant information at the secondary education level is
more problematic since student reporting of some of these variables may prove highly
unreliable. Although an associated survey of school-level administrators could provide
information on the program participation (Chapter I and JTPA) of individual students
included in a study, such a survey could only indicate the overall proportion of students
in the school or district receiving free or reduced-price federal lunches. Finally, none of
the databases currently used for studies of vocational education identify students who are
members of migrant families.

The Perkins regulations define an academically disadvantaged individual as
someone without leamning disabilities who
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. scores at or below the 25th percentile on a standardized achievement or aptitude
test,

. has a GPA below 2.0 on a 4.0 scale, and

. fails to attain minimum academic competencies.

Additionally, under the general definition of “disadvantaged,” the regulations include

. LEP individuals and

. dropouts or potential dropouts from secondary school.

At the secondary education level. the several national databases containing
assessment scores report these scores in terms of quartiles (i.e., four groups containing
25% of tested students each), coinciding with the legislative definition. However,
achievement test scores are generally not available at the postsecondary level. As
previously stated, secondary and postsecondary transcript studies can generate GPAs.
Currently, academic competencies are not identified separately from assessment scores
and GPAs, and the legislation is unclear about how these competencies should be
measured. However, possible methods include examining remedial coursetaking or
determining whether students meet the minimum standards identified in the A Nation at
Risk report (National Commission on Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983). Although
NELS:88 identifies LEP students, postsecondary databases do not. Finally, while the
longitudinal databases and postsecondary-level studies can identify high school dropouts,
it is unclear how potential dropouts should be identified.

Adults in Need of Training and Retraining

The identification of adults in need of training or retraining is problematic even in
the longitudinal databases since the term “adults in need of training or retraining” has not
been defined. Although many indicators are possible, the choice of any particular one
would be subjective. Possible indicators might include periods of unemployment or of
employment in low-paying occupations other than the occupation of the student’s
vocational training. However, if a student is working in his or her vocaticnal area for low
wages, does this indicate a need for retraining? Does every adult who has low wages or

is unemployed need retraining? These questions need to be resolved before this targeted
population can be identified.

w
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Furthermore, NLS-72 is the only longitudinal study with a cohort that progressed
far enough into adulthood (fourteen years out of high school at the time of the last follow-
up in 1986) to indicate whether they might need training or retraining. When the data for
the HS&B Sophomore Cohort 1992 follow-up (at the point ten years after high school) is
analyzed, their retraining needs may begin to be apparent. However, since graduates in
their 20s often try out different occupations and may work in low-level jobs temporarily
regardless of their education, determining retraining needs may still be premature.

Finaily, one limitation of longitudinal studies is that they describe only the
experiences of the cohorts included in them. Consequently, a cross-sectional,
retrospective survey collecting data on the educational, vocational, and employment
history of respondents would be a better source of information on the current number of
adults in the population needing training or retraining. Such a survey could target either
adults in vocational education or those in the general population. While existing cross-
sectional surveys (NHES, CPS, and SIPP) estimate the number of adults participating in
vocational education (and NHES collects data about their current educational
experiences), they do not collect enough other educational or employment information to
judge whether these adults in fact “need” training or retraining.

Single Parents

Single parents can be identified in every longitudinal dataset based on a cohort old
enough to have children and report marital status, which includes every dataset except
NELS:88. However, starting in 1990, even NELS:88 reports whether students have
children. Additionally, two cross-sectional databases providing information on
postsecondary vocational education (NPSAS and CPS) identify this special population.

Incarcerated Youths or Criminal Offenders

Several agencies gather information on incarcerated youths and adults. NALS
samples inmates in state and federal prisons; the Bureau of Justice Statistics surveys state
and federal adult correctional facilities and inmates in state correctional facilities; the
Bureau of Prisons collects data on federal prisons and their former inmates; and the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention collects data on juvenile detention
and correctional facilities. Generally, the information on vocational education that is

available from these sources is limited to whether incarcerated individuals participated in
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any vocational training while in prison, although it may aiso include the duration of
training. However, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention asks about
participation in eleven vocational program areas, and the Bureau of Prisons tracks the
recidivism and employment experiences of former inmates who completed vocational
training during their prison stays. The surveys of adult and juvenile correctional
education agencies and jail facilities, described in “Describing Program Practices” as part
of the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) activities, will provide
additional information on vocational education offered in these settings.

Individuals in Programs Designed To Eliminate Gender Bias and Sex Stereotyping

None of the datasets identify individuals participating in programs to eliminate
gender bias and sex stereotyping in vocational education. At the secondary level, gender
equity programs are not included in any dataset as one of the special vocational programs
offered in the schools. Even if the programs v-ere included, they cannot currently be
linked to data on individual students. The only existing means of measuring gender
equity or sex stereotyping at the secondary education level is through transcript data by
calculating the percentage of female and male students enrolled in each type of vocational
program or course. While this measures the need for gender equity in each occupational
program area, it does not indicate whether there is a special program designed to address
the issue or whether any students participate in such a program.

At the postsecondary level, IPEDS can be used to determine the percentage of
female and male students earning degrees in each vocational program area every year.
NPSAS can be used to calculate the percentage of female and male students who majored
in each vocational program area during the survey years. NLS-72 and HS&B transcripts
can be used to measure the percentage of female and male students taking each type of

vocational course as well as the number of credits they earned in a vocational program
area.

Displaced Homemakers

The term “displaced homemaker” cannot be applied to secondary students until
many years after high school because the classification is based on life experiences. The
final regulations associated with the 1990 Perkins Act defined a displaced homemaker as
an individual who (1) is an adult; (2) has worked as an adult primarily without pay to care
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for the home and family and for that reason has diminished marketable skills; and (3)(i)
has been dependent on public assistance or on .h2 income of a relative but is no longer
supported by that inccme, (ii) is a parent whose youngest dependent child will become
ineligible to receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children within two years of the
parent’s application for assistance under the Perkins Act, (iii) is unemployed or
underemployed, or (iv) is described by (1) and (2) and is a criminal offender.

The above definition allows researchers some flexibility in identifying this
population. While, to be useful, databases must provide information on age and
employment history, they need only provide additional information on either public
assistance history or current employment status. Surveys of adult criminal offenders need
to provide information on employment history. While comprehensive information on
displaced homemakers requires all of these types of data, the information can be pieced
together from a number of different sources.

The primary challenge for providing information on displaced homemakers is
defining what it means to have diminished marketable skills or to be underemployed. Do
all adults who have been out of the labor market for a number of years possess
diminished marketable skills? How should these skills be measured? Identifying
underemployed adults presents the same definitional problem as identifying adults in
need of training—if a student is working in his or her vocational area for low wages, does
this indicate underemployment, or is every aduit who has low wages underemployed?
Careful attention needs to be paid to develop appropriate definitions of these concepts.

The longitudinal datasets including adult cohorts (NLS—72 and HS&B Sophomore
and Senior Cohorts) contain employment history and public assistance history, which can
be used to identify adults who have worked in the home without pay, those who are
unemployed, and those who have been dependent on public assistance. However, these
cohorts are still too yourg to have been at home long enough to possess diminished
market skills and are barely old enough to have raised children. For the most part,
displaced homemakers in the generation that originally defined the term—women in their
late 30s, 40s, 50s, and 60s who stayed out of the labor market to care for children and

were supported by either a husband or public assistance—are not in these longitudinal
datasets.
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At least two cross-sectional surveys (NPSAS and CPS) provide partial
information on displaced homemakers by identifying women who have been divorced or
widowed and those with and without children and by providing information on their
current employment status. However, better information on participants’ educational,
employment, and public assistance history is necessary to identify this population. SIPP
provides information on current employment status, including reasons why respondents
are unemployed (e.g., they are taking care of home or family and are on current sources
of income, including relatives, friends, or public assistance). With respect to
underemployment, SIPP asks respondents who are working part-time whether they are
doing so because they could not find a full-time job. Finally, SIPP includes several
questions on work, education and training, public assistance, fertility, and marital history,
providing a potentially rich source of information for identifying displaced homemakers.
However, the amount of information available on current participation in vocational
education is limited.

Program Offerings

Secondary vocational education program participation is well-documented from
high school transcript data for four recent cohorts, including 1982 high school seniors
(the Sophomore Cohort) in the longitudinal HS&B dates, 1987 and 1990 seniors in the
cross-sectional NAEP transcript studies, and 1992 seniors in the longitudinal NELS:88
dataset. Program participation in these datasets is measured by the courses students took
and the credits they earned in those courses. Participation in detailed vocational program
areas can be monitored by classifying the courses at the six-digit CIP code level. In
addition, the current National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) on special education
students is also collecting high school course records. The participation of later
secondary school cohorts will be measured in future NAEP transcript studies (conducted
approximately every three to four years) and in the next longitudinal study,
approximately eight years after NELS:88.

Current enrollments in postsecondary vocationa! education are documented in
IPEDS and in CPS. [PEDS reports total enrollments by institutional type as well as by
occupationally specific program below the bachelor’s level. CPS reports the number of
adults taking vocational courses by type of provider but does not report enrollments by
vocational program or major. Two longitudinal datasets containing postsecondary
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transcript data (NLS-72 and HS&B) can provide data on enrollment patterns in detailed
vocational programs. However, this information covers only the included cohorts.

NPSAS provides a periodic, cross-sectional survey of postsecondary students.
Although it does not collect transcript data, NPSAS offers information on current
enrollments in all types of postsecondary institutions and provides information on
students’ degree goals and majors at the six-digit CIP code level. However, it is unclear
whether postsecondary institutions included in the survey define “enrollment”
consistently and whether all students attending postsecondary institutions are represented,
including students taking for-credit and not-for-credit courses and those with shorter- and
longer-term goals (i.e., course completion versus certificate or degree completion).
Furthermore, actual coursetaking patterns and students’ ultimate degrees and majors upon
graduation are not obtainable, except for that portion of the NPSAS sample who are
included in the longitudinal BPS study. (Another subset of the NPSAS student sample
will be included in the new longitudinal dataset, B&B; however, this dataset is not
applicable to vocational education, other than vocational teachers, because it focuses on
baccalaureate graduates only.)

IPEDS provides data on postsecondary vocational program completion by
detailing the number of degrees and certificates awarded annually by postsecondary
institutions. The database can be used to identify the number of postsecondary awards in
vocational/technical areas at the two-, four-, and six-digit CIP code levels. However,

gender and race/ethnicity are the only student characteristics reported.

Determining vocational program completion is much more problematic at the
secondary education level. Schools do not usually award certificates or diplomas for
completing a vocational program or indicate vocational program completion on student
transcripts. Consequently, program completion must be inferred from coursetaking
patterns as they are exhibited on transcripts. Considerable conceptual work needs to be
done on what sequences or clusters of vocational and academic courses constitute
programs. Furthermore, since postsecondary students participate in vocational education
with widely varying goals, the award of a certificate or degree may not always be the
most appropriate measure of completion for these students. Identifying additional
measures of completion based on stated goals or on student or employer satisfaction with
training may be worthwhile at the postsecondary level.
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The sample size of the databases frequently limits the degree of programmatic
detail that can be achieved in analyzing participation patterns. Transcript data usually
produce reliable information on participation at the two-digit CIP code level, including
about eleven vocational/technical programs. Although participation in as many as fifty
programs can be examined, this level of detail requires suppressing a number of statistics
because of low cell size, rendering comparisons among demographic subgroups
incomplete. In contrast, IPEDS reports the number of instructional programs offered by
an institution and the number of degrees and certificates awarded at the six-digit CIP code
level, including several hundred programs.

In addition to standard occupational programs, vocational education also offers a
number of related programs and services. Although specific activities change over time,
policymakers and administrators have an ongoing interest in understanding the range and
prevalence of different types of programs and services offered. Categories of ongoing
interest include relationships between secondary and postsecondary education and
institutions; relationships between school, business, and industry; services provided to
special populations; and related extracurricular activities.

In recent years, school districts and postsecondary institutions have begun
developing coordinated occupational programs spanning the last two years of high school
and the first two years of higher education, referred to as Tech Prep programs. While an
evaluation of Tech Prep will have to be undertaken through a special study of the sort
described in “Describing Program Practices,” it is possible to gather information on the
prevalence of participation in the program through ongoing national data collection
efforts. Data on the prevalence of Tech Prep may best be collected through periodic
cross-sectional surveys at the secondary (NAEP) and postsecondary (NPSAS) levels.
Furthermore, data can be collected at both the school and student levels: Is the school
district or postsecondary institution a participant in a formal Tech Prep agreement? In
what vocational program areas? Has the student included in the study formally enrolled
in a Tech Prep program? What constitutes formal enrollment? Generally, these questions
require surveying a school-level administrator familiar with the program, rather than
relying on student-reported information. As part of the 1993-1994 SASS, NCES intends
to ask secondary schools whether they have developed Tech Prep programs.




Transcripts may be used to examine the coursetaking patterns of students enrolled
in Tech Prep programs. However, not all longitudinal studies collect transcripts at both
the secondary and postsecondary education levels, making it difficult to compare
coursetaking patterns at the two levels. In any case, the student cohort included in the
most recent longitudinal study (NELS:88) will have exited high school before most Tech
Prep programs have been implemented.

The 1990 Perkins Act also affirms an emphasis on serving members of special
populations. An adjunct survey targeted at vocational education coordinators could
attempt to describe the range and prevalence of services and activities that are provided to
these populations, including those services and activities aimed at ensuring access to and
success in quality vocational programs. Furthermore, services to disabled students could
be examined by type of handicapping condition in order to assess at what level of severity
students are being served (e.g., multihandicapped and mentally retarded students are
generally considered to have more severe handicapping conditions than learning disabled
and orthopedically impaired students). However, in order to provide reliable estimates by
handicapping condition, surveys would need to oversample handicapped students, which
could prove to be expensive. Such a survey could be associated with a cross-sectional
study like the one described above or could replicate the 1984 HS&B administrator and
teaching survey, which asked questions related to vocational programs and students.
Although the 1984 survey suffered from low response rates and problems with the
definition of vocational education programs, it could provide a point of departure for
developing a similar survey in the future.

Administrator and faculty' surveys could also investigate school-business
relations, including the extent and form of business involvement in developing vocational
curriculum, identifying and acquiring state-of-the-art equipment, and providing work
exverience opportunities. Additionally, included among vocationally related programs
are vocational student organizations (VSOs), which include such groups as Future
Farmers of America (FFA), Vocational Industrial Clubs of America (VICA), and the
Technology Students Association (TSA). VSO activities attempt to develop work habits,
teamwork skills, and self-confidence; provide leadership and competition experience; and
are frequently integrated into the regular vocational curriculum. Collecting information
on the number of students participating in VSOs nationwide does not require new data
collection efforts since each national-level VSO already collects data annually on the
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number of dues-paying members. Furthermore, VSOs can provide data on the sex of
their members and some can provide students’ race/ethnicity and education level (middle
school, high school, or postsecondary). However, this data is not currently reported by
NCES or any other federal agency.

In order to investigate the relationship between VSO involvement and other
student characteristics and outcomes, this national membership data needs to be
supplemented with data that is collected in the context of other educational activities.
NCES has for some time included a question about VSO participation on its longitudinal
surveys. However, the surveys do not ask to which specific organizations a student
belongs. In addition, the surveys do not distinguish between membership and less formal
participation in VSO activities. By revising the existing VSO-related questions, the
longitudinal surveys could increase the analytic power of the data collected. However,

the number of students participating in individual VSOs may be too small to produce
reliable estimates.

Accomplishments

The longitudinal database for HS&B Sophomores (who were high school seniors
in 1982) can link high school transcript data to subsequent labor market information,
allowing researchers to relate detailed secondary vocational program participation to later
educational and employment outcomes. HS&B also provides achievement test scores,
which can be combined with program participation information to predict outcomes. In
addition, while the student-reported GPAs have not proved reliable, GPAs derived from
the high school transcripts can be used to assess the relationship between educational
achievement and employment outcomes. Although this cohort was only four years out of
high school at the time of the last follow-up in 1986, the 1992 follow-up will provide
more substantial labor market outcome data.

In the future, NELS:88 will provide similar information for 1992 seniors. The
NELS:88 dataset includes math, science, reading, and history achievement test scores
from the eighth, tenth, and twelfth grades; and the high school transcripts will include
GPAs. These measures of educational ability and achievement can be used to predict
later education and employment outcomes.




Both NLS-72 and HS&B permit linking students’ postsecondary school
transcripts to later educational and employment outcomes. However, only the NLS-72
cohort is currently old enough to have substantial labor market outcomes to evaluate,
although the HS&B Sophomore Cohort 1992 follow-up examines labor market outcomes
ten years after high school and may be able to provide some information. Since the
student sample in NPSAS is still in school, educational and labor market outcomes are
not yet available. In the future, the BPS sample of NPSAS students will provide
educational and occupational outcome information for the cohort that started
postsecondary education in 1990, although it will be many years before their labor market
participation is established. In order to link current employment information with past
vocational training for a cross-section of the U.S. population, additional information on
education history would have to be collected from participants in NHES and CPS.
However, SIPP provides retrospective information on postsecondary vocational training
and federal employment training for a cross-section of the population and links this
information to current employment and income experiences.

Existing studies have tended to use measures of academic ability and achievement
to explain participation in vocational education or subsequent success in the labor market
or through further education. These studies generally have not examined test scores and
GPAs as learning outcomes in themselves. However, NCES researchers will link
transcript data with achievement test scores using the 1990 NAEP in an effort to
determine academic outcomes and relate them to vocational coursetaking. This effort
raises an important methodological issue: the difficulty in attributing performance on a
standardized test to a single course, or even to a group of courses. By using gain scores,
researchers can narrow the period during which change occurs and more effectively
isolate the causes of that change. However, NAEP will use only a single test
administration. At the least, careful work needs to be done to develop appropriate

sequences or clusters of courses that can explain academic performance.

While achievement tests are routinely administered at the secondary level, similar
measures of academic performance are not readily available at the postsecondary level.
Currently, none of the existing national data collection efforts link postsecondary
coursetaking with academic test scores.
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Although some measures of academic outcomes are available, measures of
occupational competencies and work readiness skills are not. Furthermore, measures of
academic competencies as used in a vocational or applied setting and measures of
learning about “all aspects of the industry” are also not readily available. Given the lack
of widely recognized national tests of these skills, it is unlikely that much information
concerning these learning outcomes will be included soon in national surveys. More
conceptual work on what should be measured and on developing more appropriate
assessment instruments needs to happen first.

Personnel

The 1984 HS&B administrator and teacher survey contains excellent questions
about vocational teacher demographics, instructional methods, and efforts to find jobs for
students and contains information on some teaching fields within vocational education;
but the sample of teachers is too small to produce reliable results. Furthermore, the 1984
HS&B survey is an older, one-time data collection effort that suffered from low response
rates and definitional problems. SASS provides rich information on the demographics,
teaching experience, education, salary, benefits, and attitudes of secondary school
teachers. However, the sample size is too small to permit analysis of vocational teachers
below the two-digit CIP code level, and many types of analysis can only be applied to
vocational teachers as a group. The classification of teaching assignment categories was
greatly improved in the most recent SASS. However, additional improvements could be
made, including separating out marketing and distribution from business education;
subsuming accounting under business education; moving home economics (consumer and
homemaking education) to under vocational education and creating a separate
classification for occupational home economics; including the new term “technology
education” alongside industrial arts; and defining the use of the term technical education

to include computer, communications, engineering, and science technologies.

There is almost no information on secondary vocational administrators. Although
two recent datasets (NAEP and SASS) included administrator surveys, NAEP did not
identify vocational administrators separately from other administrators; and SASS, while
identifying vocational administrators, asked them school-related questions rather than
questions about their background or responsibilities. The 1984 HS&B administrator and
teaching survey sampled vocational educational coordinators, but focused primarily on
program- and student-related questions rather than on the administrators themselves.
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The only data available on postsecondary faculty is through NSOPF. This survey
provides information on the teaching fields of faculty members detailed to the four-digit
CIP code. It also provides data on teacher demographics (gender, race/ethnicity, and
age), educational background, part- and full-time teaching status, tenure, rank, salary, job
and teaching history, workload, benefits, and attitudes. Although a rich dataset, NSOPF
collects information on too few faculty having vocational education responsibilities to
allow detailed analysis by vocational field. Furthermore, NSOPF collects data only from
nonproprietary postsecondary institutions granting associate degrees or higher. Providing
that sufficient funds were available, NCES should consider expanding the universe of
NSOPF to include faculty in proprietary and less-than-two-year schools. NSOPF also
contains virtually no information on postsecondary vocational administrators. Although
NSOPF surveys department chairpersons, it provides faculty information only in
aggregated form for each department.

Existing data collection efforts do not facilitate linking teacher experience and
qualifications to student outcomes, analysis which requires collecting data on teachers
and students from the same institutions. While the 1984 HS&B administrator and
teaching survey contains some information about vocational faculty, teachers cannot be
linked to individual students. Although NELS:88 will collect information from two
teachers for each student included in a subsample of the study, vocational teachers will
not be surveyed. Finally, no surveys have linked postsecondary vocational/technical
faculty with their students, although BPS could possibly do so.

Linking vocational teacher experience and qualifications to student outcomes
presents several challenges. Since linking information on teachers and students is an
expensive undertaking, these issues require careful consideration. Policymakers,
researchers, and educators must decide what outcomes can be attributed to individual
vocational teachers. While it is reasonable to hold a teacher accountable for the learning
that takes place within that teacher’s classroom, some student outcomes such as job
placement or program completion may have more to do with a student’s cumulative
school or program experience than with a single class or teacher. Furthermore, the
learning that is assessed should be relevant to the vocational classroom environment. The
validity of currently available standardized tests of academic skills as indicators of
vocational teacher and student performance has been questioned.




Appropriate assessments of vocational student learning must be available before
information on vocational teachers can be linked to the achievement of their students. In
order to link student achievement with teacher experience and qualifications, NELS:88
collected data from teachers who taught the subjects assessed through the study. For
example, math teachers were surveyed because math was one of the subjects tested
through a standardized assessment. Student achievement in math could thus be linked to
information about math teachers. However, linking the vocational achievement of
students to information about vocational teachers is constrained by the availability of
appropriate assessments of students’ occupational or applied academic skills.
Furthermore, even if they were available, occupational assessments that are tailored to a
large number of program areas may be far too costly to administer. However, if
assessments of applied academic skills become available in the future, these may be
suitable for both vocational and academic classrooms.

A survey of faculty at either the secondary or postsecondary levels could include
questions about vocational program involvement other than in the occupational teaching
field. For example, faculty could be asked about their involvement in and responsibilities
for Tech Prep and VSOs, aithough the number of faculty participating in these programs
may be too small to produce reliable estimates. Surveys could ask about instructional
methods, including different strategies for integrating vocational and academic education
and teaching all aspects of the industry. More information on faculty preparation could
also be gathered, including participation in staff development workshops on various
topics emphasized in the Perkins legislation or time spent working in industry or in
contact with industry.

Facilities and Equipment

There is no systematic overview of facilities in current NCES-type databases.
Most surveys that collect secondary school-level data ask about services provided to
students rather than about facilities. However, the HS&B 1984 survey of vocational
coordinators does ask whether vocational training takes place at the school or elsewhere
for seven programs areas, although as mentioned previously, the survey suffers from
technical problems. At the postsecondary level, IPEDS asks only about library holdings,
library costs, and physical plant costs.
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There is also no systematic inveatory of equipment of ‘any type, let alone
vocational education equipment. NAEP asks only about the number and use of
computers in high schools. The HS&B survey of vocational education coordinators asks

specifically about the presence of electronic and computerized equipment—electronic

auto diagnostic equipment, micro- and mainframe computers, computer-aided design
systems (CADs), and other computer-controlled machines—but does not ask about the
quantity of these or about any other type of vocational training equipment.

Costs

CCD collects fiscal information from state education agencies, and IPEDS
collects financial information from each institution. However, both surveys request
information on expenditures by functional category (e.g., total salaries, benefits, and

utilities), rather than by program. Consequently, expenditures for vocational education
are not readily available.

Summary of Data Availability

Current data collection efforts on the part of NCES, the Census, and other federal
agencies provide complementary and overlapping information on vocational education.
However, while offering a rich and varied view, existing data is not able to answer all
questions about the context and trends relevant to vocational education. NCES and other
agencies have endeavored to improve the available information on vocational education
and have done so in a number of ways. However, several broad problems remain: (1) a
few gaps in information persist; (2) sample size sometimes hinders basic analysis; (3)
coverage of vocational education delivery systems is incomplete; (4) certain special
populations identified in the 1990 Perkins Act have not been defined adequately; (5)
instruments measuring applied occupational and academic competencies and appropriate
sequences of occupational and academic courses constituting programs have not been
developed; (6) information on students, faculty, and institutions cannot always be linked;
and (7) the timing of data collection does not always coincide with the cycle of
reauthorization of federal funding for vocational education.

These problems are not the sole responsibility of the statistical agencies. Scme
gaps are best filled by other types of data collection, described later in this report. In
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some cases, improved information requires better coordination among all producers and
users of vocational education data.

Filling Gaps in Information

Ongoing national data collection of the sort conducted by NCES does not
currently provide systematic or comprehensive information on vocational administrators.
Although several databases identify vocational administrators, they tend to ask school- or
program-related questions rather than questions about the background and responsibilities
of the administrators themselves. Additionally, existing survey instruments do not
provide information on vocational teacher training practices. Although staffing surveys
ask about the qualifications and experience of faculty, none of the surveys canvass
teacher-training institutions to determine what instructional methods are currently being
taught.

NCES databases also do not include much information on the costs of vocational
education, on facilities and equipment, or on governance structures and the organization
of vocational education in each state. However, these types of information are more
appropriately collected through other types of data collection, discussed later in this
report.

Sample Size

Small sample size restricts analysis of vocational education in several ways. The
small number of Asian and Native American students included in national surveys render
large apparent differences statistically insignificant and hinder analysis by level of
participation in vocational education and by institutional type. The overall sample size of
the student databases also limits the amount of programmatic detail that can be examined.
The small number of vocational faculty included in staffing surveys limits analysis to
broad vocational teaching assignment categories and, in many cases, to vocational faculty
as a group. While small sample size also generally prevents subnational comparisons
(i.e.. by state), this type of analysis is less appropriate for data describing general context
and trends. The availability of state-level data are described in “Monitoring Program
Compliance” and “Monitoring Program Performance.”
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Coverage

Although existing national data provides a rich source of information on the range
of vocational education arrangements and activities, several gaps persist. Current
dztabases undercount the number of area vocational centers and postsecondary
proprietary schools; do not always include arca vocational centers, or sufficient numbers
of them, in their samples; and do not include information on faculty in postsecondary
proprietary schools and vocational/technical institutes. Although surveys collect data on
students in all types of postsecondary institutions, it is unclear whether students taking
noncredit courses and those with short-term coursetaking goals are always included.
Furthermore, little information is known about the various reasons adults enroll in
postsecondary vocational courses and whether those adults achieve their personal goals.

Special Populations

Before existing databases can be used to provide information on adults in need of
training and on displaced homemakers, educators and labor market experts need to define
more precisely these special population groups. Specifically, concerned parties must
address what it means to be underemployed and to have diminished market skills.
Additionally, in order for national databases to produce reliable information on students
with limited-English proficiency and those who are economically disadvantaged,
researchers must find better ways to identify these students. Specifically, surveys need to
provide information on language proficiency rather than dominance and on factors

indicating economic disadvantage that do not rely on student self-reports, particularly at
the secondary education level.

Occupational and Academic Competencies and Vocational Programs

It will be some time before national databases can provide information on the
occupational and applied academic competencies of students participating in vocational
education. While a number of efforts exist nationwide to develop performance-based
assessments, these are not readily available. Vocational educators also need to clanify
what is meant by experience in and understanding of all aspects of an industry. In order
to determine the extent of participation in vocational education and to relate this
participation to various student outcomes, considerable conceptual work needs to be done

to develop sequences or clusters of courses that constitute vocational programs.
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Student, Faculty, and Institutional Data Linkage

The structure of existing national surveys does not facilitate linking student,
faculty, and school or institutional information. In particular, it has not been possible to
link faculty qualifications, experience; and instructional methods to student outcomes or
to link school- or institution-level information such as the level of economic disadvantage
among the student population, local business involvement in vocational education, and
the quality of facilities and equipment to student outcomes or to program offerings.
Furthermore, administrators or faculty have not been consulted consistently about the
participation of students in Tech Prep, VSOs, or Chapter I programs and about students’
LEP or academic disadvantage status. Finally, while parents could provide information
on economic disadvantage or migrant status, particularly for secondary level students,
they have often not been surveyed. Although NELS:88 will collect information from
teachers and parents for some of the secondary education students in the study, no similar
capacity exists at the postsecondary level.

Timing

The timing of existing surveys does not always produce relevant data coincident
with federal reauthorization of funding for vocational education. For example, no recent
postsecondary transcript study has been conducted, and new postsecondary transcript data
will not become available until the end of the 1993-1994 academic year. In some cases,
this timing problem may be unavoidable. Because data on vocational education is
collected in the context of other educational activities, the national surveys inform policy

in several education-related areas and are subject to different reauthorization cycles.

In summary, ongoing national data collection efforts can be improved in several
areas to provide more complete information on the context of and trends in vocational
education. However, this data is not sufficient to meet all policy and program
management needs. The following chapter, “Describing Program Practices,” examines
data that describes program practices, including evaluating specific policy initiatives.




DESCRIBING PROGRAM PRACTICES
Purposes of the Data

Ongoing, national surveys of the type discussed in “Describing Context and
Trends” cannot answer many important questioris about vocational program practices.
Such surveys are limited in their ability to provide information on the organization and
governance of vocational education in each state, on expenditures for vocational
education, and on facilities and equipment. Accurate information on governance
arrangements and organization is needed to direct requests for information to the
appropriate sources and to facilitate communication between federal administrators or
policymakers and local and state vocational educators. Such information also allows
researchers to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the different arrangements for
delivering vocational education. Information on local, state, and federal expenditures
indicates the level of support offered to vocational education nationally—and offered to
the activities, services, projects, and specific programs that comprise vocational
education—in comparison with other educational activities. Information on the facilities
and equipment used for vocational education provides an indication of student access to
quality programs and of the relevance of training to industry practices.

Surveys designed to provide consistent information on context and trends over
time also cannot assess the impact of many major policy initiatives in vocational
education. Most recently, the 1990 Perkins Act established five major objectives for
federal vocational education policy: (1) targeting federal funds to recipients with high
concentrations of economically disadvantaged students, (2) ensuring access to and
success in quality vocational programs for members of special populations, (3)
encouraging the integration of vocational and academic education curriculum, (4)
stimulating the development of Tech Prep programs that articulate secondary and
postsecondary offerings, and (5) promoting accountability through the development of
performance measures and standards for vocational education.

In assessing the impacts of these policy directions, two important sets of questions
must be answered. First, what did local schools and institutions and states do in response
to these initiatives? Were funds targeted? Were special populations served? Was
curriculum integrated? Were Tech Prep programs developed? Were performance

measures and standards implemented? Second, what impact did these policy responses
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have on students participating in vocational education? As a result of these new policies,
were students better prepared occupationally and academically to enter the labor market
or pursue further education? Did they fare better in the labor market as a result?

The first set of questions requires specific, immediate responses. Ccngress will
surely want clear answers to questions of implementation as it considers reauthorization
of Perkins legislation in 1994 and 1995. The second set of questions cannot be answered
immediately. Sufficient time must pass before the effects of policy changes on student
outcomes can be detected. It will probably be five years or more before Congress can
expect information on how its most recent policy initiatives affect students.

Data Collection Methods

Gathering information on specific vocational education practices requires
conducting special studies. Such studies typically are not the responsibility of the
statistical agencies, but of agencies charged with evaluation, implementation, and
research. Thus, the 1990 Perkins Act re-established the National Assessment of
Vocational Education (NAVE), located in the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI), and charged it with evaluating a wide variety of topics. The act
required a variety of other evaluations of specific policies to be conducted by the General
Accounting Office (GAO); Planning and Evaluation Services (PES), located in the Office
of Policy and Planning (OPP); and the Office of Vocational and Adult Education
(OVAE). These agencies are responsible for evaluating the implementation of Perkins
legislation, and their findings will figure prominently in the next reauthorization.

The 1990 Perkins Act also called for various research activities to be conducted
through OERI and the National Center for Research in Vocational Education (NCRVE).
While many of these activities such as developing new strategies that may influence
future policy and practices are beyond the scope of this report, OERI and NCRVE also
investigate program practices.

Describing program practices requires unique, one-time (or infrequent) studies

specially tailored to understanding specific practices. Unlike ongoing national data
collection, which must maintain consistency and comparability over time and relies on a
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limited number of narrowly defined data elements, special studies endeavor to describe
practices thoroughly at a single point in time and to capture variations in approaches. In
some cases, special studies must coincide with the implementation of particular practices.
Special studies may rely on and combine different data collection strategies, including
mail and phone surveys, case studies, and quasi-experimental designs. Such studies may
use national statistical databases as a source against which to compare the results of
specially targeted data collection. Special studies may survey the universe of program
providers or a sample of those providers, depending on the purpose of the study.

Since the organization and governance of vocational education within states
change slowly, studies seeking to describe these arrangements need be conducted only
infrequently, perhaps once every five or ten years. Studies investigating local and state
funding practices and their relation to federal funding for vocational education, as well as
facilities and equipment, should probably follow a similar time frame.

Assessing the implementation of federal policy initiatives requires studies tailored
to understand local and state responses to federal legislation. What specifically did
localities and states do in response to the 1990 Perkins Act? Understanding the impact of
policy on student outcomes will take longer. It is essential that policymakers understand
that they cannot expect to see in the near future detectable changes in student outcomes
resulting from the 1990 Perkins initiatives. At least one to two years are needed to
implement the kinds of curriculum and organizational changes that Congress sought in
demanding integration, Tech Prep, and performance measures and standards. Completion
of a Tech Prep program will take a minimum of four years. Another one to two years
following completion is needed to assess labor market outcomes. Allowing time for data
analysis and reporting, one would not expect to see the results of, for example, a rigorous
evaluation of Tech Prep until seven or eight years after the initial passage of the 1990
Perkins Act. Although the national statistical surveys will be able to contribute to

assessing these longer-term impacts, special studies and research will need to supplement
them.
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Existing Data Collection Activities

The primary vehicle for collecting data on the impact of the 1990 Perkins Act on

program practices is NAVE. Replacing an earlier study of vocational education
authorized by the 1976 Vocational Education Act Amendments, NAVE was first
established by the 1984 Perkins Act and was reauthorized in 1990. Currently, NAVE is
required to study the distribution of federal education funds to the states as well as
describe and evaluate the following ten features of vocational education:

1.

10.

The effect on tribal and state administration of vocational education programs and
on local vocational education practices.

Expenditures at the local, tribal, state, and federal levels to address program
improvement in vocational education, including the impact of federal allocation

requirements (such as within-state allocation formulas) on the delivery of
services.

Preparation and qualifications of teachers of vocational and academic curricula in
vocational education programs.

Participation in vocational education programs-—in particular, access of
individuals who are members of special populations to high-quality vocational
education programs and the manner in which this participation affects the delivery
of services to such populations.

Academic and employment outcomes, including analyses of (1) the effect of
educational reform on vocational education, (2) the extent and success of
integration of vocational and academic curricula, (3) the success of the school-to-
work transition, and (4) the degree to which vocational training is relevant to
subsequent employment.

Employer involvement in and satisfaction with vocational education programs.

The effect of performance standards and other measures of accountability on the
delivery of vocational education services.

The effect of federal requirements regarding criteria for services to special
populations, participatory planning in the states, and articulation between
secondary and postsecondary programs.

Coordination of services.

The degree to which minority students are involved in vocational student
organizations.

In order to fulfill its mandate, NAVE is employing a number of data collection

strategies, including the following:
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. State and local omnibus surveys

J Community, tribal, and funding case studies

. Perkins funding distribution analysis

. Secondary and postsecondary program participation analysis

. Surveys of adult and juvenile correctional education agencies and jail facilities
. Employer surveys

. Study linking unempioyment insurance and student data

The omnibus surveys were sent to administrators for vocational education at both
the secondary and postsecondary levels in each state, and to administrators in a sample of
secondary schools and districts and postsecondary institutions across the nation.
Distributed in the spring of 1992, the surveys attempted to describe the current status of
vocational education as well as any changes that occurred between the last year of the
1984 Perkins Act and the first year of the new one. In order to provide more descriptive
detail about the processes affecting vocational education, NAVE researchers also
conducted twenty community case studies, eight funding case studies, and five tribal case
studies. Additional analysis of how states distributed their Ferkins funds under the new
guidelines will be conducted using data submitted by the fifty states.

Program participation is being analyzed using statistical databases from the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Three new surveys of adult and
juvenile correctional education agencies and jail facilities in the fifty states were
developed by OVAE and distributed in the spring of 1993. Employment outcomes are
being analyzed through surveys of a sample of employeis nationwide and a study linking
unemployment insurance and student data in selected states.

In addition to NAVE, several other federal agencies have recently conducted or
are in the process of conducting special studies of vocational program practices. The
following list summarizes the most relevant studies:

Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE)

. Performance measures and standards study
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Planning and Evaluation Services (PES)

. Tech Prep evaluation

National Center for Research in Vocational Education (NCRVE)

. Study of education and training for work

. Study of strategies linking planning and evaluation

. Surveys of performance measures and standards implementation
. Study of performance measures and standards effects

Although requiring that specific topics be studied, the 1990 Perkins Act allowed
the designated agencies to design their studies as they deemed appropriate. Most of the
studies have not yet been completed. The OVAE study of performance measures and
standards will involve a mail survey of secondary and postsecondary vocational
education administrators in the fifty states; and site visits to nine states, including
interviews with local and state vocational educators; and other activities. The PES
evaluation of Tech Prep will involve surveys of state-level coordinators and local Tech
Prep programs, plus an in-depth examination of selected local programs and a
longitudinal survey of a sample of Tech Prep students. The NCRVE study of education
and training for work, conducted during 1990, involved interviewing a number of state-
level administrators in each of the fifty states. The two NCRVE surveys of performance
measures and standards implementation gathered information from all the states in the
fall of 1991 and then again in the fall of 1992 and involved intensive phone follow-up
with secondary and postsecondary vocational education administrators in each state.
Finally, the NCRVE study of performance measures and standards effects will focus on
four states, including visits at both the local and state levels in each.

Description of Available Information

The following sections describe how the information that is available through the
above data collection activities addresses the key policy and program management
questions identified in the “Introduction,” and they describe any limitations of the data.
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Organization and Governance

Until very recently, the only comprehensive study of the organization and
governance of vocational education was a study sponsored by the old Office of Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE) and conducted during 1977 (Woodruff, 1978). While
providing information on each of the states and territories, the OPBE study also
developed schemes for classifying the different types of governance and organization
elements. The study included information for each state on the type of state board for
vocational education, the composition of governing boards, agency responsibilities and
authority, interagency coordination, and the history of changes in state education agencies
affecting vocational education. The study also described for each state the numbers and
types of institutions offering vocational education at both the secondary and
postsecondary levels and the types of local delivery systems, regional service

arrangements, local governing authority, as well as the composition of local authority and
the type of fiscal agent.

In late 1992, NCRVE published a study conducted by RAND of education and
training for work in the fifty states (McDonnell & Zellman, 1993). Unlike the earlier
OPBE study, the NCRVE study did not attempt to create new classification schemes for
state practices. Instead, the study described how each state governs and finances
education and training programs, providing an overview of five state and federal
education and training programs: secondary vocational education, postsecondary
vocational education, Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), welfare-to-work, and state-
funded job training. Descriptions of secondary and postsecondary vocational education
included the types and numbers of institutions delivering vocational education in each
state and the ways that states govern vocational education. The sections on governance
identified for each state and at each level of education the governing board for vocational
education, the governing board’s responsibilities, the state agency with administrative
responsibility, the extent of state influence over local secondary institutions, and the
extent of state involvement in postsecondary vocational education. The study also

included a description of the elements of each state’s program approval process.

While providing new information on the governance of job training programs, the
NCRVE study did not provide the degree of comprehensive information that the earlier
OPBE study on the governance of vocational education. Specifically, the NCRVE study
did not describe fully the relationship between the state board for vocational education
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and the agencies responsible for administering vocational education at both the secondary
and postsecondary levels or between the state board for vocational education and the
boards governing the responsible agencies. Neither did the study describe fully the types
of institutions over which each administrative agency has authbrity. Consequently, the
NCRVE study provides only a partial picture of vocational education in some states.

NCRVE also recently published a study of strategies linking planning and
evaluation in vocational-technical education that identified the most common structures
of state vocational education administration (Elson, Oliver, & Strickland, 1992). The
study provided organizational charts describing the five dominant relationships among
responsible boards and agencies. However, the report did not indicate which states
possessed which administrative structures, nor did the organizational charts incorporate
the various types of schools and institutions offering vocational programs.

Together, the two NCRVE reports provide substantial information on the current
governance and organization of vocational education in the fifty states. Relatively little
additional work needs to be done to provide a comprehensive picture of each state’s

system that includes a description of the relationships among all the relevant boards,
agencies, and institutional types.

Student Participation

A primary emphasis of NAVE is to assess the access of special populations to
quality vocational education. Information on this topic is being gathered through several
methods. At the state level, the omnibus surveys asked about the steps states have taken
to provide equal access. At the local level, the surveys asked about the types of
supplemental services provided to the various speciél populations, about special
populaticn involvement in developing the local vocational education plan, and about total
school enrollment and enrollment in vocational education of the different populations. In
addition, the surveys asked about changes occurring over time with regard to these
different factors. While describing overall participation in vocational education, the

omnibus surveys did not provide information on enroliment of special populations in
specific occupational programs.

The case studies conducted by NAVE during the winter of 1992-1993 allowed
researchers to identify exemplary vocational programs at a secondary or postsecondary
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site, interview faculty and students in those programs, and observe classes in progress.
The specific occupational programs that schools and institutions considered to be
exemplary varied from site to site. Although researchers could easily identify the male
and female students in a classroom, identifying other special populations was not possible
just through observation. Researchers had to rely on faculty, counselor, and administrator
knowledge of the students enrolled in order to assess whether the various special
populations were participating. In some cases, student record data was available to
confirm the professionals’ impressions while in others they were not.

The case studies were also limited in their ability to verify that a designated
exemplary program was in fact a high quality vocational program. Frequently, programs
were deemed exemplary because they held a high status among local vocational
programs. In some cases, these programs had acquired a significant amount of state-of-
the-art equipment or other technology. In other cases, exemplary programs held a high
status because of the type of student they attracted, generally a college-bound student.
Usually, local schools and institutions did not base exemplary status on expected or
actual long-term labor market outcomes nor on the amount or type of learning in a
particular program. (As performance measures and standards systems are established at
the local level, schools and institutions should be able to provide better information on
the relative performance of their various programs.) Although limited in ability to
determine the quality of vocational programs, the case studies described the processes by
which vocational programs achieved high status and by which students, particularly
special population students, were encouraged or discouraged to enroll in those high-status
programs.

The enrollment of special populations in specific occupational programs
nationally is more reliably determined using statistical databases. The NAVE study will
examine the participation of special populations at the secondary level, using the 1982
High School and Beyond (HS&B) study, the 1987 and 1990 National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) study, and the 1988 National Educational Longitudinal
Study (NELS:88). The NAVE researchers will use survey and transcript data to analyze
participation at a relatively detailed program level for the different groups and will
examine changes in participation over time. Additionally, NAVE intends to use the 1990
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) to examine the relationship between teacher
characteristics and student demographics, in particular to examine the proportion of

58 63




special populations enrolled in various vocational classrooms. At the postsecondary
level, NAVE will use the 1987 and 1990 National Postsecondary Student Aid Studies
(NPSAS) and the Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) databases.

Although it is too early in the process of implementing the 1990 Perkins Act to
assess the impact of recent initiatives on special populations, NAVE can assess to what
extent schools and institutions have targeted federal funds to serve these students. The
eight NAVE funding case studies investigated how local spending of federal vocational
education funds for secondary education changed under the new act, selecting four school
districts that gained Perkins funds under the new requirements and four that lost funds.
Specifically, these case studies examined how school districts concentrated their Perkins
funds during 1991-1992 and 1992-1993 on sites or programs with high concentrations of
special populations, what types of activities they funded, and how the uses of funds
differed from spending under the 1984 Perkins Act. Site visitors asked about trends in
local and state funding for vocational education and attempted to ascertain whether local
and state funds substituted for the loss of Perkins funds or gains in Perkins funds
substituted for those other funds. The funding case studies also asked about general
services provided for special populations and about how Perkins funding fit into the
overall scheme for serving these groups.

Although the funding case studies focused only on secondary education, NAVE is
also conducting a national analysis of the distribution of Perkins funds for both secondary
and postsecondary education. Based on data submitted by the states, NAVE will
compare how states distributed their Title II basic grant funds to school dis.ricts and
postsecondary institutions under the old and new acts. Specifically, researchers will
assess to what extent the new funding requirements were successful in concentrating
federal vocational education funds on areas with high numbers of special populations
and, in particular, on inner-city areas.

NAVE also conducted five tribal case studies focusing on Native Americans.
These case studies examined the effects of the federal legislation on tribal administration,
tribal expenditures for program improvement, the participation of Native American youth
in vocational education programs and their access to high-quality programs, and the
relevancy of tribal vocational education programs to local employment opportunities.
NAVE researchers will assess the similarities and differences in implementation and
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effects of the federal legislation in tribal and nontribal settings. In addition to the five
field investigations, administrative information will be collected on the thirty-eight
Perkins-funded tribal grantees under Section 103 of the act.

NAVE will also analyze data from OVAE'’s specially targeted surveys of
vocational education in adult and juvenile correctional facilities. However, since the
surveys were not distributed until the spring of 1993, the information that will be
available by time of reauthorization may be limited.

Program Offerings

As discussed in “Describing Context and Trends,” the national statistical surveys
provide reliable information on the trends in nationwide enrollments in vocational
education. NAVE, on the other hand, is particularly suited to ask about the factors
influencing those enrollments. The local omnibus surveys, sent to administrators in
secondary schools and districts and in postsecondary institutions, asked about overall
enrollments, vocational education enrollments, changes in enrollments over time, and
reasons why vocational enrollments either increased or decreased. At the postsecondary
level, the surveys asked about enrollments in specific program areas. The local surveys
also asked about vocational program offerings, the changes in program offerings over
time, and the possible reasons for those changes.

During the case studies, NAVE researchers delved more thoroughly into the
possible reasons for changes in enrollments and program offerings as well as factors
affecting program completion by asking several administrators and faculty at each site for
their opinions about these trends. Site visitors asked administrators, vocational and
nonvocational faculty, local business people, students and (at the secondary level) parents
about their perceptions of the quality and usefulness of vocational education in their area
and asked students why they chose or did not choose to participate in vocational
education. While it is beyond the scope of NAVE to verify independently which factors
influenced enroliments, the case studies provided the opportunity to determine whether

similar perceptions were shared among a number of important providers and users of
vocational education in a local area.

Ongoing national surveys of the type discussed in “Describing Context and

Trends” are not well-suited to provide information on new instructional methods and
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other innovative program practices. However, by focusing on the implementation of
current, federally supported vocational education initiatives, NAVE is able to investigate
these concerns. The state-level omnibus surveys asked secondary and postsecondary
vocational education administrators in the spring of 1992 about integration of vocational
and academic education, teaching of all aspects of a given industry, implementation of
performance measures and standards, Tech Prep, and school-to-work transition programs,
and efforts to coordinate with JTPA and other federal programs.

At the local level, the omnibus surveys asked about the vocational curriculum,
including the use of applied materials and courses, and about integration, performance
measures and standards, Tech Prep, school-to-work transition, the extent of participation
of business and labor, vocational student organizations, and local coordination with other
federal programs. Specifically, the surveys asked what steps were taken to implement
these practices, whether there had been an increase or decrease of effort under the new
act, and how much the amount of assistance provided had changed. The case studies
provided additional opportunities to assess implementation of these practices at the local

level and included a study of vocational course materials for secondary vocational
education.

NAVE will conduct a separate survey of VSOs, with particular attention to the
participation of minorities in them. Although NAVE is able to investigate the extent of
implementation of the various programs and practices early in the period of the new act, it
is limited in its ability to determine the effects of changes on the quality of vocational
cducation and on students. At most, NAVE was able to ask administrators and faculty
about their perceptions of the effects of implementing a particular program or practice. In
many cases, local professionals were only able to speculate on the effects or to provide
anecdotal evidence since changes had been in place at most for one or two years at the
time the surveys were distributed and the case studies were conducted in 1992 and 1993.

In addition to NAVE, the 1990 Perkins Act_authorized several other agencies to
conduct studies of the implementation and effects of specific initiatives. Four separate
studies are being done of performance measures and standards, and one longer-term
evaluation is being done of Tech Prep.
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Section 115 of the 1990 Perkins Act and the associated regulations require that
each state board receiving funds under the act develop and implement a statewide system

of core standards and measures of performance for secondary, postsecondary, and adult
vocational education programs. This core set of measures and standards is to be used by
recipients of Title II funds to evaluate annually the effectiveness of their vocational
education programs. NCRVE has completed two studies, and is in the process of
conducting a third, on this topic. The first study asked state-level administrators of both
secondary and postsecondary vocational education about their plans for implementing the
federal requirements approximately one year before the implementation deadline. This
study helped NCRVE identify areas where states needed technical assistance. The
second study followed up with the states to determine what performance measures and

standards they actually implemented in the fall of 1992 and documented the various state
approaches.

Although the first two studies focused on implementation, NCRVE is also
preparing to conduct a study of the preliminary effects of performance measures and
standards systems on program practices and students. This third study will involve
selecting four states that have made substantial progress in implementing their systems
and conducting both local and state site visits in those states during 1993 and then again
in 1994. By the fall of the second year of the study, vocational educators should have
collected and reviewed two years worth of data and should be in the second cycle of
program evaluations. Although it may still be too early to detect changes in student
performance, the study shculd be able to ascertain whether the systems of performance
measures and standards have led educators to develop and implement strategies for
program improvement.

OVAE will be conducting its own study of performance measures and standards,
focusing on evaluating the soundness and the technical rigor of the measures and
standards systems implemented by the states. The study will include the following three
components:

1. A detailed description of the status of each state’s system of standards and
measures developed under the act.
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2. An assessment of the validity, predictiveness, and reliability of such standards and
measures, unbiased to special populations, in the areas of academic achievement,
vocational skill competencies, employment outcomes, and postsecondary
continuation and attainment.

3. An evaluation of the comparability of state-developed performance standards
across states to establish a core of common indicators.

The OVAE study will involve a mail survey to vocational education
administrators at both the secondary and postsecondary levels in each state as well as nine
site visits to states during 1994, including studies of three secondary and three
postsecondary programs in each of the states visited. Although the implementation of
performance measures and standards and their preliminary program effects should be
well-documented by the time of reauthorization of the Perkins legislation, information
about the effects on student performance will be limited. Future statistical surveys such

as NAEP, NPSAS, and the longitudinal surveys should provide some indication of these
effects.

Title III Part E of the 1990 Perkins Act authorizes planning and demonstration
grants to be awarded to consortia of school districts and postsecondary institutions for
developing and operating four-year Tech Prep programs leading to a two-year associate
degree or certificate. The Tech Prep initiative is intended to provide strong,
comprehensive links between secondary schools and postsecondary institutions in a more
systematic manner than previously. PES in OPP is conducting a five-year evaluation of
the effectiveness of these programs. Beginning in 1993 and ending in 1997, the
evaluation will describe the Tech Prep programs funded under the act, identify effective
practices, and measure the progress of some Tech Prep students. The evaluation will
involve surveys of state-level coordinators and local Tech Prep programs, in-depth
examinations of selected local programs, a longitudinal survey of a sample of Tech Prep
students drawn in the eleventh grade, and collection of school records data. The
outcomes for Tech Prep students wiil be compared with those for a corresponding
national sample of students. Only preliminary information will be available by the time
of reauthorization of Perkins legislation in 1994 and 1995.

Accomplishments
NAVE will gather information on outcomes for students in vocational education
from a variety of sources. Using NELS:88, NAVE researchers will link transcript data
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with achievement test scores in an effort to determine academic cuicomes and relate them
to vocational coursetaking for secondary-level students. Unlike a similar analysis being
conducted by the NCES using the 1990 NAEP, NELS:88 supplies gain scores (eighth to
tenth grades and tenth to twelfth grades), allowing researchers to narrow the period
during which change occurs and to isolate more effectively the causes of that change. In
an effort to analyze outcomes for special education students, researchers will apply
similar methods using the National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS). However, as
discussed in “Describing Context and Trends,” these efforts raise an important
methodological issue: the difficulty uf attributing performance on a standardized test to a
single course or to a group of courses. Over the long term, careful work needs to be done

to develop appropriate sequences or clusters of courses that can explain academic
performance.

NAVE will also examine employment outcomes of students in vocational
education through several avenues. The Center on Educational Quality of the Workforce
will conduct a study linking unemployment insurance and school data. The study will
track the employment outcomes for former participants in vocational education at both
the secondary and postsecondary levels in five states. In addition, NAVE will conduct a
telephone survey of about 3,000 employers nationwide, asking about their involvement
with local vocational education programs and about their satisfaction with newly hired
employees. NAVE will also analyze employment outcomes for former students in
vocational programs through the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP).
SIPP provides retrospective information on postsecondary vocational training and federal
employment training for a cross-section of the U.S. population and links this information
to current employment and income experiences.

Personnel

The NAVE omnibus surveys asked state-level administrators about the numbers
and responsibilities of the professional staff who spend most of their time on vocational
education and about the changes in those numbers and responsibilities from the last year
under the 1984 Perkins Act to the first year under the new one. The local surveys asked
about the numbers of administrators, teachers, and other professional and
paraprofessional staff responsible for vocational education and about the changes in those
numbers over time. The local surveys also asked whether coordinator positions existed

for sex equity, Tech Prep, integration, and special populations. During the case studies,

o by




_-

NAVE researchers investigated the possible reasons for increases or decreases in the
number of staff with vocational education responsibilities as well as the changing
responsibilities of those staff.

In addition to relying on the omnibus surveys and case studies, NAVE will also
use several statistical databases to examine faculty characteristics such as demographics,
qualifications, and experience. NAVE researchers will use the National Survey of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) to study the characteristics of postsecondary vocational
faculty and the Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) and SASS to study secondary
vocational faculty. In addition, NAVE is using SASS to analyze faculty shortages.
However, SASS provides information only on administrators’ recent experiences with
hiring vocational faculty. NAVE wiil not assess supply and demand independently,
either through data on teacher training program enrollments and completions, industry-
based employee interest in and qualifications for teaching, or state-level and institutional
vocational program planning and hiring projections. Because of a delay in implementing
the latest NSOPF, NAVE researchers will not be able to conduct a similar analysis of
faculty shortages at the postsecondary level, and their descriptions of postsecondary
vocational faculty characteristics will be based on data collected in 1987.

Facilities and Equipment

The only comprehensive study of vocational education facilities was part of the
OPBE study conducted in 1977. This study included a discussion of the adequacy of
facilities nationwide, examining the locations of institutions and instructional stations
offering vocational education in comparison with population distribution and examining
the size of institutions in terms of vocational enrollments and the number of shops,
laboratories, and classrooms available to students. The OPBE study also included a
discussion of the condition of facilities and their adequacy for serving physically
handicapped students. However, information on these latter topics was based on
institutional self-reports. The study did not verify independently the reliability of this
information. The study also included a discussion of the utilization of vocational
facilities, including the use of school-based facilities (i.e., during the regular school day,
during alternate operating schedules, and during operating hours) and of community
resources. The OPBE study did not include information on equipment used for
vocational education.

l"’ﬁ
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Costs

The old OPBE study included information on the factors affecting state policies
for the financing of vocational education, on program funding models (including the
types of allocation units and computation procedures used in each state), and on financing
of facilities and equipment (including methods for distributing funds such as capital
funding sources and funding mechanisms). The study also included a discussion of the
limitations of the data for determining the direct impact of federal funds on the expansion
of facilities and for determining the total amount of federal funds expended on facilities
and equipment. ‘

The 1992 NCRVE study of education and training for work gathered up-to-date
information on funding sources and mechanisms, including for each state the state-aid
formula for general education funding; any student vocational education weight factors
used in the state-aid formula; restrictions on the use of state funds; total vocational
education funding; the percentage of funds coming from local, state, and federal sources
(including tuition at the postsecondary level); and the percentage of Perkins funds
allocated to secondary and postsecondary vocational education. However, information on
total vocational education funding in the state and on the percentage of funds coming
from local, state, and federal sources was based strictly on interviews with state-level
administrators. The study did not describe how these administrators arrived at their
estimates for funding nor was it within the scope of the study to verify the estimates by
interviewing local vocational education administrators.

The NAVE omnibus surveys asked state-level directors of vocational education
about changes in funding for vocational education from the last year under the old act
(1990-1991) to the first year under the new one (1991-1992), including the total operating
budget for the agency or division and additional state and federal funds, and requested
information on Perkins funds received, including Title II basic grants and Title III funds.
The state-level surveys also asked administrators to estimate the total public expenditure
for (secondary or postsecondary) vocational education in their state and to estimate what
percentage of those funds came from various sources. The possible sources included
general school district budgets, state vocational education funds, other state funds,
Perkins funds, other federal funds, and other funds. However, almost twenty percent of
secondary agencies (10 out of 56) and over forty percent of postsecondary agencies (20
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out of 48) responding to the survey indicated they were not able to estimate the total
public expenditure for vocational education in their states.

In addition to asking about the amounts of funds for vocational education, the
omnibus surveys also requested information on procedures and decision-making
processes. Information was sought on how Perkins funds were split between secondary
and postsecondary vocational education, why local applications for Perkins funding were
disapproved (if any were disapproved), what accounted for any major differences in the
numbers of institutions receiving Perkins funds under the old and new acts, whether the
state developed a procedure for granting waivers on minimum grant amounts, and how

the allocation of Perkins funds among school districts and postsecondary institutions
within the state was carried out.

At the local level, the omnibus surveys asked questions about changes in school
district budgets and postsecondary institution revenues and about the sources of those
funds. The surveys also asked about funds received under the different titles and sections
of the 1990 Perkins Act and how Title II funds were being used. The surveys requested
that administrators indicate whether various changes in the 1990 Perkins Act had a
positive or negative effect on the implementation of vocational programs.

The eight funding case studies provided NAVE researchers with the opportunity
to delve more deeply into the impact of federal allocation requirements on the delivery of
services at the local level for secondary vocational education. The sites included four
school districts that experienced large increases in funding under the 1990 Perkins Act
and four that experienced large decreases. The data gathered for these funding case

studies were drawn from district budgets and enrollment records as well as from

interviews with teachers, counselors, and administrators. Site visitors discussed with
school and district personnel the trends in funding for vocational education over the past
several years and into the future and the reasons for any increases or decreases. They
also discussed the uses of local, state, and federal funds over the years and the ways those
uses may have changed under the 1990 Perkins Act.

The funding case studies attempted to assess what negative impacts there may
have been on districts losing Perkins funds, particularly on the special populations in
those districts. Researchers investigated to what extent local and state funds substituted
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for federal funds, possibly lessening the blow. Researchers also attempted to determine
how the districts gaining Perkins funds spent their funds, whether they had a well-devised

plan for implementing new services, and whether funds were targeted to special
populations.

The funding case studies attempted to estimate expenditures for vocational
education at the district level. Although some districts maintained separate budgets for
vocational education, most did not. Where those districts did not keep comprehensive
expenditure information for vocational education, NAVE researchers estimated costs
based on information collected from a variety of sources, including average teacher
salaries for grades nine through twelve; the estimated full-time equivalent (FTE) for
vocational faculty; administrator salaries and FTEs; and expenditures for facilities,
equipment, and supplies.

Finally, NAVE is conducting a study of the allocation of Perkins funds through
the Education Finance Center. This study is examining the federal allocation of funds to
the states as well as the within-state funding distribution. The aim is to determine
whether Perkins funds were concentrated in areas with high numbers of economically
disadvantaged students as intended by the 1990 Perkins Act.

Summary of Data Availability

The special studies conducted on the part of NAVE, OVAE, PES, NCRVE, and
other federal agencies contribute breadth and depth to the information collected on
vocational education at the national level. While filling in some of the obvious gaps left
by the statistical surveys as discussed in “Describing Context and Trends,” these studies
also add texture to what is known about the vocational/techuical enterprise. NAVE, in
particular, represents an ambitious undertaking and promises to describe many aspects of
current vocational education practices that are of concern to policymakers and program
managers. Despite their comprehensiveness, the existing special studies are limited in
their ability to describe program practices in a few areas. Some of these problems are
shared among all agencies attempting to collect data on vocational education:

. Providing comprehensive information on the interrelationships among the various

boards and agencies responsible for vocational education and the institutions
offering vocational education.
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. Defining and identifying high-quality vocational programs.

. Measuring learning outcomes.

. Providing comprehensive information on the supply and demand of vocational
faculty. :

. Assessing the condition of vocational facilities and equipment.

. Estimating the costs of vocational education.

. Providing timely information for reauthorization.

Organization and Governance

Although the NCRVE studies of education and training for work and strategies
for linking planning and evaluation provide a strong starting point for understanding
current state organization and governance structures for vocational education, the studies
do not fully describe the interrelationships between the different responsible boards,
agencies, and institutions in each state. Comprehensive information on the lines of
authority and responsibilities for vocational education is necessary for undezstanding how
state and federal policies for vocational education are implemented. Without
comprehensive information on organization and governance, researchers, policymakers,
and administrators are hindered in gathering complete information on vocational
education and interpreting that information accurately.

High-Quality Vocational Programs

NAVE will collect a significant amount of information on the participation of
specia! populations in vocational education and on vocational program offerings through
a variety of data collection methods. However, NAVE’s ability, as well as the ability of
the statistical surveys discussed in “Describing Context and Trends,” to assess
participation in and availability of high-quality vocational programs is limited by the lack
of definition of such programs. In what ways do high-quality programs differ from high-
status programs? Should high-quality programs be defined at a local, state, or national
level? Should they be defined in terms of their level of technology (i.e., “high tech”
versus “low tech” programs), their expected long-term labor market outcomes, the level
of occupationally or academic specific learning they produce, or the types of learning
they engender (e.g., integrating vocational and academic education, teaching all aspects
of a given industry, or providing a Tech Prep education)? Until some sort of consensus is
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achieved about what constitutes high-quality vocational programs, special studies (as well
as the statistical surveys) will be limited in their ability to assess to what extent programs
are providing high-quality vocational education across the nation and whether special
populations have equal access to that education.

Learning OQutcomes

Current special studies are limited in their ability to provide information on the
learning outcomes of students participating in vocational education. As mentioned
previously, NAVE will attempt to link achievement test scores to coursetaking patterns
for secondary-level students using statistical surveys included in the discussion in
“Describing Context and Trends.” However, achievement tests are generally not
available at the postsecondary level, and the statistical surveys do not provide information
on occupational competencies, to a large extent because appropriate assessment
instruments are not widely available.

Faculty Suppiy 223 Demand

NAVE will provide partial information on the supply and demand of vocational
faculty. By analyzing SASS data, NAVE researchers will be able to describe
administrators’ experiences with hiring vocational faculty at the secondary level.
However, NSOPF data will not be available for similar analysis at the postsecondary
level. Furthermore, this type of analysis provides only part of the picture. Other sources
of information include teacher training program enrollments and completions, industry-
based employee interest in and qualifications for teaching, and institutional and state-
level vocational program planning and hiring projections.

Facilities and Equipment

The only comprehensive study of vocational education facilities was conducted
by OPBE in 1977, and this study based its analysis of the condition of facilities on
institutional self-assessments using broad categories such as “in good condition,” “in
need of minor maintenance,” “in need of major maintenance,” and *“in need of
replacement.” Furthermore, the study did not include an assessment of the equipinent

used for vocational education. The information available for special studies from the
statistical surveys is also limited.
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Cost of Vocational Education

Although providing useful information on local uses of Perkins funds and state-
level funding mechanisms, existing special studies are not able to provide accurate
information on the cost of vocational education nationally, largely because the
information is not readily available. While states are able to provide information on the
level of Perkins funds and any targeted state funds they distribute to iocal school districts
and postsecondary institutions, they are less able to provide reliable information on local
expenditures for vocational education. Furthermors, local school districts and
postsecondary institutions generally do not maintain a separate budget for vocational
education. Although these districts and institutions track Perkins funds and targeted state
funds, they can only estimate total expenditures for vocational education. A reliable
estimate of what is spent nationally must be based on a consistent estimating
methodology. Although the eight NAVE funding case studies provide a starting point for
determining the cost of vocational education, the case study sample size is too small to

produce an accurate national estimate and would only do so for secondary vocational
education.

Timing

The existing special studies will be unable to provide information on some
questions in time for reauthorization of Perkins legislation in 1994 and 1995. Because of
problems with data availability, NAVE may not complete its analysis of vocational
education in adult and juvenile correctional facilities by that time, and the Center on
Educational Quality of the Workforce may not complete its study of employment
outcomes. The newest NSOPF data on postsecondary faculty will not be available in
time to even begin analysis before reauthorization. Furthermore, although the NAVE
studies of participation in vocational education are based on the most recent available
statistical datasets (1982 HS&B, 1987 and 1990 NAEP, the 1990 year of NELS:88, 1990
SASS, 1987 and 1990 NPSAS, and the 1990 year of BPS), none of these provides
information on the time period of the 1990 Perkins Act, which took effect during the
1991-1992 academic year. Finally, PES will not conclude its study of the effectiveness
of Tech Prep until 1997.

To a large extent, the problem of timing is unavoidable. Because of the 2+2
nature of Tech Prep, and because of the time needed for implementing the program and
assessing labor market outcomes, data on program effectiveness wiil not be available




within the five-year authorization cycle. Because of the periodic nature of the national
statistical surveys, and the time required to plan and conduct the surveys and analyze the
data, the most recent datasets able to produce results in time for reauthorization were
conducted just prior to implementation of the 1990 Perkins Act. However, NAVE and
the other special studies will provide rich information on the implementation of the latest

Perkins legislation while leaving an assessment of the impact on outcomes to future
surveys and studies.

In summary, special studies provide the opportunity to answer many important
questions about vocational program practices that are left unanswered by the national
statistical surveys. The data collection activities described in the next two sections

provide additional sources of information, particularly on vocational education at the
local and state levels.

MONITORING PROGRAM COMPLIANCE
Purposes of the Data

The agencies overseeing the implementation and administration of federal policy
for vocational education are responsible for monitoring whether local and state recipients
of federal funds are in compliance with various federal requirements. Such agencies
monitor the distribution and uses of Perkins funds, review and approve state plans for
vocational education, ensure that federally protected populations are served equitably,
and track and assist with problems encountered in implementing federal law and
regulations. At the federal level, the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE)
has the primary responsibility for compliance-monitoring functions; and at the local and
state level, these responsibilities are parceled out through a variety of administrative
arrangements.

Data Collection Methods

What most distinguishes the compliance-monitoring function from describing
context and trends and program practices is that the information supporting this function
must be maintained (although not necessarily reported) by all those who are accountable.
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While the actual collection of data to assess compliance may rely on sampling
techniques, data must be maintained by the universe of recipients of federal funds. Thus,
for example, all school districts, postsecondary, and state institutions receiving Perkins
funds must maintain data on the distribution and uses of those funds, although in any
given year, only a few may undergo an audit of this information.

While data describing context and trends and program practices are intended to
produce an overall picture of vocational education nationally, data collected for
compliance purposes are generally intended to describe the actions of individual
recipients. Ongoing, national surveys generally do not produce reliable statistics on
states or individual schools and institutions. In contrast, compliance data is designed to
enable the monitoring agencies to identify particular schools, institutions, and states that
are not meeting their federal obligations.

Because monitoring compliance generally requires collecting and maintaining
data by the universe of recipients, its requirements can be extraordinarily costly and
burdensome. Extreme care must be taken in defining the parameters of data needed for
this function as well as the extent to which states and locals will be required to report
information rather than simply maintain it.

Existing Data Collection Activities

OVAE is the primary federal agency responsible for monitoring compliance of
recipients of Perkins funds with the provisions of the legislation. OVAE staff engage in a
number of monitoring activities involving local school districts, institutions, and states.
The agency maintains information on the distribution of Perkins funds to the states and
expects states to account for the distribution of Perkins funds to local recipients. OVAE
also approves each state plan for vocational education and keeps records of them.
However, the information contained in the state plans is maintained separately for each
state and does not constitute a database.

In addition to federal monitoring of state compliance, the 1990 Perkins Act
expects state boards for vocational education to monitor local recipients to assure their
compliance with the provisions of the act. The act specifically requires these boards to
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provide assurances in their state plans that they will conduct adequate monitoring of how
well local recipients are meeting the needs of special populations. While engaging in a
number of monitoring activities, state boards are also responsible for approving local
applications for Perkins funds and for maintaining those applications at the state level.

The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) enforces the Guidelines for Eliminating
Discrimination and Denial of Services on the Basis of Race, Color, National Origin, Sex
and Handicap in Vocational Education Programs (34 CFR, Part 80, Appendix B).
Issued in 1979, the guidelines require state vocational education agencies to develop their
own civil rights compliance programs. Each agency must collect and analyze data
annually on participation in vocational education for each facility receiving federal funds,
conduct compliance reviews during a five-year cycle, provide technical assistance upon
request, and submit periodic reports to OCR. OCR also produces a biennial Elementary
and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report for which it surveys a sample of
schools nationwide. For the first time, the 1992 survey will include several hundred
vocational education schools identified in the Common Core of Data (CCD).

Pursuant to the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984, federal legislation established the
Federal Income Verification System (FIVS), requiring each state to provide wage record
data to verify the eligibility of applicants for Aid to Families with Dependent Children,
Medicaid, Food Stamps, Child Support Enforcement, and other federal programs. Most
states responded to the legislation by setting up a wage report system, housed in their
state’s employment security agencies, which collect wage record information four times a
year from most employers in the state. Although FIVS was set up for purposes unrelated
to vocational education, wage record data is being used in many states to determine the
employment outcomes of former participants in vocational/technical programs.

The following list summarizes the compliance-related data collection efforts:
Office of Vocational and Adult Education ( OVAE)
. Record of distribution of Perkins funds to states

. State plans
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State Vocational Education Boards

. Record of distribution of Perkins funds to local recipients

. Local applications

Office of Civil Rights (OCR)

. Vocational education civil rights compliance programs

. Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report

State Employment Security Agencies (SESAs)

. Wage rerord information

Description of Available Information

Although compliance data is collected for highly specific, usually legislated
purposes, they are a potentially valuable source of general information for policymakers
and vocational educators. As stated in the introductory chapter, the four functions of data
on vocational education discussed in “Describing Context and Trends,” “Describing

Program Practices,” “Monitoring Program Compliance,” and “Monitoring Program

Performance” are not mutually exclusive. Data that serves one function can be useful in
another, and data collected for all four functions can be used to establish federal policy
and to manage programs. The following sections describe the information on the seven
primary questions concerning vocational education that is available from data collected
for compliance monitoring purposes.

Organization and Governance
OVAE maintains some information on the governance of vocational education in
each state through the state plans. The state plan must identify the designated board for

vocational education in the state as well as describe how the board delegates its functions.’

Although the designated state board is the sole agency responsible for administering the
state’s vocational education program, the 1990 Perkins Act allows the board to transfer
many of its responsibilities to more appropriate state agencies responsible for actually
implementing vocational education at the secondary and postsecondary levels. However,

the amount of detail provided in the state plans on the roles and responsibilities of each
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agency and board involved in administering vocational education varies from state to
state.

Student Participation

The state plans for vocational education and local applications for funds describe
how recipients will ensure equal access for special populations to the full range of
vocational education programs and activities, including high quality vocational programs.
Local applications also contain the number of individuals enrolled who are members of
special populations and describe how the needs of these individuals will be assessed and
met. Although these plans and applications provide information on local and state
intentions to serve special populations and the varying methods for doing so, they do not
provide information on actual implementation or effects. Revised and resubmitted on an
annual basis, the state plans are required to describe the progress that has been made in
achieving the goals described in previous state plans.

As part of their civil rights compliance programs, state vocational education
agencies collect data annually on vocational students by race/ethnicity, limited-English
proficiency, sex, and handicap. However, because the compliance programs were
designed independently by each state, the specific data that are collected by the states
vary. For example, some states collect data on total enrollment in vocational education
by facility, while others collect enrollment data for each occupational program in the
facility. Some states compare the incidence of special populations in the general service
area with the incidence of these populations in vocational/technical programs, while
others do not make any extra-facility comparisons. Consequently, the data collected to
fulfill civil rights compliance requirements are not comparable across states.
Furthermore, since data collection is the responsibility of each state, not OCR, this data
does not constitute a database. Finally, civil rights compliance does not require that
states collect data on other special populations receiving emphasis in the 1990 Perkins
Act—specifically, economically or academically disadvantaged students, other than those
with limited-English proficiency, or incarcerated individuals, or other targeted
populations such as adults in need of training and retraining, single parents, and displaced
homemakers.

The Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report published
biennially by OCR includes enrollment data on sex, race/ethnicity, limited-English
&1
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proficiency, disabled status, and specific disability for a sample of schools nationwide. In
addition, the survey requests various combinations of these demographic
characteristics—for instance, the number of LEP students enrolied by sex, race/ethnicity,
and disabled status. Beginning with the 1992 survey, OCR will publish enrollment data
for a sample of vocational education schools. However, since the sample is based on the
CCD, the survey will be subject to the same limitations regarding the CCD as described
in “Describing Context and Trends.” The survey will also not provide program-level
information.

Program Offerings

Each state board receiving 1990 Perkins Act funds was required to conduct an
assessment of vocational program quality using criteria that encompassed a broad range
of program characteristics, including the extent of integration of vocational and academic
education, sequential courses of study, linkages between secondary and postsecondary
educational institutions, instruction and experience in all aspects of a given industry,
relevance of programs to the workplace and to specific occupations, and basic and higher-
order competencies. Consequently, each state plan describes the results of these
assessments and the ways the states propose tc use their Perkins funds to address the
needs revealed through the assessments.

The local applications describe how local recipients propose using Perkins funds
to integrate vocational and academic education, develop coherent sequences of courses,
provide a Tech Prep education, provide supplementary services for special populations,
develop apprenticeship programs, tie programs to economic development efforts, and
train students in all aspects of a given industry, among other uses. However, as stated
previously, these plans and applications provide information on local and state intentions
rather than on actual implementation or effects.

The Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report published
biennially by OCR will provide information on the status of special education and LEP
programs in vocational schools; on enrollment in advanced placement courses in math,
science, and computer science; and on high school completion. However, as mentioned
previonsly, the report will not provide information on enroliment in specific occupational
programs.




- ]

Accomplishments

The vast majority of states collect wage reports from employers on a quarterly
basis through their SESAs. Wage reports generally include the social security number
and total wages earned for each employee during the quarter. SESAs usually maintain
five quarters of wage record information in their active files. State agencies responsible
for administering vocational education, employment training, and other educational
programs have begun to tap this database as a source of information on the employment
and earnings outcomes of former program participants.

In their basic form, wage record data provides a rough look at the employment
status and level of earnings of former participants in vocational/technical education.
However, the data must be supplemented in order to provide more comprehensive
outcomes information. First, while collecting industry information from each employer,
most wage reports do not indicate the occupation in which an employee works.
Vocational educators who are interested in the relatedness of employment to training
either supplement the wage record data with an employer strvey requesting occupational
information or estimate the likelihood that an employee working in a particular industry
is employed in an occupation related to training, based on industry/occupation matrices
developed by the federal Bureau of Labor Statistics and its state counterparts. Second,
while covering the majority of employers in a state, wage record systems exclude certain
types of employers and employment. Vocational educators who wish to increase the
likelihood of locating former program participants supplement SESA wage record data
with data on military enlistment, state and federal civilian employment, enrollment in
higher education, and employment in adjacent states, among other sources of
information. Other technical issues must also be addressed when using wage record data.
The National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC) will be

publishing a guide to using wage record data for follow-up purposes by the end of the
summer of 1993.

Personnel

The state plans describe how each state vocational education agency will provide
programs for personnel and curriculum development. The local applications describe
how Perkins funds will be used to provide inservice training of both vocational and
academic instructors for integrating vocational and academic education. At the

postsecondary level, local applications describe mentor programs for individuals
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employed in business and industry who are interested in becoming classroom instructors
or for vocational educators wishing to upgrade their teaching competencies.

As part of their civil rights compliance programs, most state vocational education
agencies collect data annually on vocational faculty by sex and race/ethnicity. The
Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report will provide
information on the demographics of teachers in vocational schools and will provide
comparisons with nonvocational schools.

Facilities and Equipment

Compliance data provides very little information on facilities and equipment.
However, local applications describe how recipients will use Perkins funds to purchase
equipment, including instructional aids, and io adapt equipment.

Costs of Vocational Education

Although not collected in a central database, information on the distribution and
expenditures of Perkins funds is maintained by the various recipients of those funds.
OVAE maintains information on the federal distribution of funds to the siates; state
boards for vocational education maintain information on the distribution of Perkins funds
to local recipients; and local school districts and postsecondary institutions maintain an
accounting of the expenditures of the funds they receive. Furthermore, OVAE has
information on the proposed uses of state funds contained in the state plans, and the state

boards for vocational education have information on the proposed uses of local funds
contained in the local applications.

Summary of Data Availability

The data collected for compliance purposes is generally dictated by federal
legislation and, as such, is sufficient for meeting their intended purposes. However, this
data is also a potential source of valuable information for researchers, policymakers, and
vocational educators. In this context, the primary problem is inaccessibility. Although
federal law or policy may sometimes restrict access to the data, its inaccessibility stems
more from a lack of understanding on the part of the responsible agencies in regards to
the usefulness of this data for forming vocational education policy and for managing
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vocational programs and from a lack of knowledge on the part of potential data users of
its availability.

However, a real limitation of using the data for other than its intended purposes is
that it is not always collected in a single, central location or does not constitute a
database. While collected centrally by the states and OVAE, the local applications and
state plans are maintained separately on paper for each recipient of Perkins funds. A
complete picture of the distribution of Perkins funds to local recipients requires gathering
information from each of the states, and a complete picture of the expenditures of Perkins
funds requires gathering information directly from local recipients. (As discussed in
“Describing Program Practices,” the NAVE is conducting a study of state allocations of
Title II funds to local recipients and gathering information from a sample of local
recipients on the general uses of Perkins funds, although not the amounts allocated for
each use, through the omnibus surveys.) The data collected for state vocational education
civil rights compliance programs is sometimes part of state vocational education
databases, but the extent of data automation varies by state; and in some cases, data for
civil rights compliance purposes is kept separately from the mainstream of vocational
education data. Wage record information constitutes a database in the majority of states.
Perhaps the most centrally kept compliance data is part of the biennial Elementary and
Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report issued by OCR, although this data
describes a sample of vocational schools rather the universe and covers only secondary
vocational education.

In summary, compliance data provides a potentially valuable source of
information on vocational education, particularly for those policymakers and program
managers interested in the status of vocational education at the local and state levels.




MONITORING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE
Purposes of the Data

What does vocational education accomplish? Educators and policymakers at all
levels ask this question. They are interested in a variety of program outcomes including
what kinds of occupational and academic skills students acquire through vocational
programs, how many students pursue further education and training, how program
participants fare in the labor market, and how well programs respond to short- and
longer-term demands for different types of labor and mixes of skills. To answer these
questions, local and state educational agencies and institutions have developed and
continue to refine a variety of data systems designed to yield information on how well
vocational education is performing. These systems include occupational information
systems providing data on labor market demard and supply, management information
systems providing program data on students and faculty, and recently enacted
accountability systems establishing outcome-based performance measures and standards
for secondary and postsecondary vocational programs.

It is essential to understand that the primary purpose of these performance
monitoring systems is local and state program improvement: helping local and state
educators respond more effectively to the needs of students and the marketplace. To this
end, the systems must reflect the diversity that characterizes vocational education by
adapting to local and state needs and circumstances.

This emphasis on local and state program improvement means that the systems
vary substantially from locality to locality and state to state. Precisely what is collected,
when, and how often varies because systems are designed to meet local and state
objectives, as well as to conform to local and state systems of governance and operation
of the entire educational enterprise. Consequently, these systems are usually not well-
suited to providing uniform national data on program performance. Because definitions
and methods of collection vary, local and state systems cannot yield information that can
be aggregated across states to produce national estimates on the performance of
vocational education. Any effort to impose greater comparability and uniformity on these
systems risks undermining the primary purpose of these systems, which is to provide
locals and states with a powerful tool for monitoring and assessing the effectiveness of
their particular vocational education programs.
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Nevertheless, national estimates of program performance are certainly desirable;
and over the long run, Congress will want evidence that the policies it promotes are
producing the desired effects on students’ occupational and academic attainment and on
their success in the labor market. Such data, however, will best come from other
sources—for example, from the national longitudinal surveys and special studies.

Consequently, the role of the federal government in developing data that will
serve to improve local and state programs lies not in developing national data systems per
se but rather in monitoring the efforts of locals and states to develop systems and in
providing appropriate technical assistance. Historically, Congress has adopted this
approach in encouraging states to develop and implement state occupational information
systems. This strategy should also guide the development of the federally required
accountability systems as well as other efforts to strengthen program management
information. Where uniformity and comparability do not serionsly conflict with local and
state objectives, they should be encouraged. However, the requirements of local and state
program improvement should dictate system design, not the desire for statistically
rigorous national estimates.

Data Collection Methods

As long as curriculum content and program operations remain a local and state
responsibility, the design of data systems aimed at monitoring and improving program
performance should remain a local and state activity. Federal policy may, of course, offer
guidance and establish general topics that should be included in such systems. The
federal government can also provide generic definitions, examples of operational
strategies, and assistance with the technical aspects of system design and program
evaluation. In the final analysis, however, the design and maintenance of these systems is
up to local and state agencies and institutions.

Probably the single most important methodological feature that the federal
government could promote is the adoption of data systems based on individual student
and faculty records, that is, systems in which information about students and faculty is
collected and stored for each individual. Such an approach permits almost any kind of
data aggregation and maintains the most flexibility for analysis.
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Nevertheless, some states will resist systems built around individual records.
Despite the dramatic decreases in the costs of data storage and data processing, systems
based on individual records can still be costly and complex. Some states reject such
systems on philosophical grounds, believing that individual records invite invasion of
privacy and other undesirable consequences. Consequently, it will be some time before
all states develop and maintain individual record systems for monitoring secondary and
postsecondary vocational education performance. Some states will continue to collect
and report information at a higher level of aggregation such as the classroom, program,
institution, or local education agency.

Left to their own devices—albeit with federal guidelines and technical
assistance—Ilocals and states will adopt a wide variety of methods for collecting and
using data to monitor program performance. These diverse strategies should not cause
concern for federal policy as long as other strategies are developed for obtaining national
estimates of program outcomes.

Existing Data Collection Activities

Efforts to collect data for monitoring program performance consist of three major
activities: (1) occupational information systems, (2) management information systems,
and (3) accountability systems of performance measures and standards. Each of these is
briefly reviewed below.

Occupationa! Information Systems

Occupational Information Systems (OIS) are computerized databases containing
occupational and labor market information designed to help states meet the occupational
information needs of various vocational education and training programs.3 Established
by Congress in 1976, State Occupational Information Coordinating Committees
(SOICC:s) have developed their own OIS programs with financial and technical support
from the National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC).
Gathering information from a variety of sources, OIS programs generally include current

3 The term OIS will be used to refer to both an Occupational Information System (singular) and
Occupational Information Systems (plural).
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and projected demand for workers by occupation and information on the supply of
graduates from related training programs. Some systems contain information on the
working conditions, educational requirements, wages, and benefits of specific
occupations as well as information about training programs, educational institutions,
industries, and employers in the state. OIS programs can provide information on
occupational supply and demand statewide as well as for substate regions.

Management Information Systems

Most state agencies with responsibility for vocational education possess a
Management Information System (MIS) containing data on students and faculty in
vocational education.# These systems vary widely in their organization, level of
automation, and content. While most states maintain separate systems for secondary and
postsecondary vocational education and for vocational and general education at each
level, some states have developed integrated MIS databases. Most states have some
capacity for data automation at the state level, although very few have direct, on-line
linkages with local secondary educational agencies and postsecondary institutions.
Capacity for data automation varies even more widely at the local level, particularly at
the secondary education level, with a number of local educational agencies nationwide
still maintaining data in the form of paper records. Although an in “easing number of
states are developing automated student record systems, about half of the vocational
agencies at both the secondary and postsecondary levels do not possess this capacity.
States vary in the level of aggregation at which they collect data from local providers as
well as in the specific information elements they request. Appendix B describes the

findings from the site visits conducted for this study regarding varying local and state
MIS practices.

State-level vocational education administrators use MIS data in a variety of ways:
(1) to prepare annual performance reports submitted to the Office of Vocational and
Adult Education (OVAE); (2) to conduct program evaluations, generally on a five-year
review cycle; (3) to distribute state vocational education funds in those states with
targeted funds; (4) to respond to compliance requirements from the Office of Civil Rights
(OCR); and (5) to respond to ad hoc requests for information from various sources,
including executive and legislative offices in the state. '/

4 The term MIS will be used to refer to both a Management Information System (singular) and
Management Information Systems (plural).
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At the local level, many school districts (especially larger ones) and
postsecondary institutions have their own MIS. These systems may be maintained
separately for vocational and general education or may constitute an integrated database.
Local providers of vocational education use MIS data primarily to conduct their own

periodic program reviews and to respond to state- and national-level requests for
information.

OVAE is in the process of developing a national-level MIS that will include data
collected from each of the states. Currently, OVAE is the federal recipient of the states’
annual performance reports for vocational education; however, these reports do not
constitute a database. The new MIS will maintain an autornated record of a limited
number of data elements submitted by each state, and will be used by OVAE primarily to
assist states in managing and improving their vocational programs. The data submitted to
OVAE by the states will generally be drawn from state-level MIS databases.

Performance Measures and Standards Systems>

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990
requires states to develop accountability systems that include performance measures and
standards for secondary and postsecondary vocational education programs. These
systems are to include at least two sets of performance measures. One set must measure
learning and competency gains, including student progress in the achievement of basic
and more advanced academic skills. The other set must measure any one of the
following: (1) competency attainment; (2) job or work skill attainment; (3) retention in
school; or (4) placement in further education, the military, or employment. These
systems must also include appropriate adjustments and incentives for encouraging
services to students with special needs. Local recipients and states may supplement these
minimal requirements with additional measures, and local recipients may modify
measures and standards to reflect local demographic or economic conditions.

Most states want to go well beyond the minimum requirements of the 1990
Perkins Act. They recognize that limiting their systems to just two measures and
standards would unwisely displace a number of other important goals of vocational

5 This section draws heavily on E. Gareth Hoachlander, Karen Levesque, and Mikala Rahn’s (1992),
Accountability for Vocational Education: A Practitioner's Guide. Interested readers are advised to
consult this guide for a more detailed treatment of the topics covered in this section.
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education. The four optional goals are equally important, although states need choose
only one to comply with the minimum requirements of the 1990 Perkins Act. Yet, in
excluding three options from consideration, states might imply that these outcomes no
longer mattered or that their importance had considerably diminished. Consequently,
many states are planning to incorporate all five measures outlined by the 1990 Perkins
Act—and in some cases even more measures—in their accountability systems.

As of this writing, all of the states have developed and begun implementing
systems of measures and standards for secondary and postsecondary vocationa! education
programs. These systems generally overlap with their MIS. Implementation began in fall
1992, and all states at least nominally responded to the minimum requirements of the
1990 Perkins Act for two sets of measures and standards, with most states exceeding
these minimums (Rahn, Hoachlander, & Levesque, forthcoming). Whether, in fact, the
states’ measures and standards are appropriate will be the subject of a Congressionally
mandated study of the states’ responses to the accountability requirements of the 1990
Perkins Act. The study, conducted through OVAE, will examine the validity and
reliability of measures and standards adopted by the states and also assess the degree of
comparability and uniformity that exists among state systems. The department will report
its findings to Congress by September 1994.

In developing their systems of measures and standards, states have adopted
widely varying approaches. Some states have taken a centralized approach to designing
their measures, prescribing the specific assessment instruments or data collection
procedures to be used by local recipients, while others have taken a decentralized
approach, allowing local recipients to choose the specific instruments or procedures. Still
other states have adopted a mixed approach, prescribing the requirements on some
measures and allowing flexibility on others. The extent of centralization generally
depends on the availability of assessment instruments and the pre-existence of statewide
procedures for monitoring vocational program performance. Some states will collect
local performance data through a central state office, while others will leave data
collection and analysis primarily to local recipients. The comparability of information
generated by the systems of performance measures and standards will be complicated by
the diversity of approaches taken by the states.
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Description of Available Information

The following sections describe the types of information that are available
through the above-mentioned data systems. While the primary purpose of data describing
program performance is local and state program improvement, this data may be useful for
informing other policy and program management questions.

Organization and Governance

Most states operate a State Training Inventory (STI) as part of their OIS. The STI
contains information on the schools offering vocational education and training programs
in that state and can generate a list of the specific programs offered by each institution
and in each geographical area in the state. A national database maintained by NOICC
consolidates the information compiled in each state. Although containing information on
thousands of schools and institutions offering vocational education nationwide and tens
of thousands of vocational programs, STI databases depend on the voluntary participation
of secondary and postsecondary education agencies and consequently do not constitute
the universe of vocational education providers.

State-level MIS for vocational education are generally able to provide the number
of local education agencies and postsecondary institutions offering vocational education
in a state. However, depending upon the organization of vocational education in a state
and the scope of a state’s MIS, these systems may contain information only on Perkins-
funded programs and institutions. Vocational education that is supported wholly through
local and state funds may not be included in these systems. Piecing together a
comprehensive picture of vocational education in a state may require gathering
information from several different databases and agencies. Information on nonfederally
funded vocational education may not be readily available. The annual performance
reports submitted to OVAE usually include a description of the types of secondary
schools and postsecondary institutions offering vocational education in a state, but, or. €
again, may only include federally funded providers.

Student Participation

State-level MIS exhibit varying capacities for identifying special populations.
Most systems can tally the number of students enrolled in vocational courses or
completing vocational programs by sex and race/ethnicity; but generally, only those




systems with automated student records are able to produce these statistics for other
targeted groups. State agencies that collect data aggregated at the school or institution
level may be able to report the number of special population students participating in
vocational education overall but not the numbers participating in specific occupational
prograins.

One problem is that some data collection procedures developed under the 1984
Perkins Act did not request program-level information for all special population groups.
The 1984 Perkins Act required funding set-asides for six groups: (1) handicapped
students, (2) disadvantaged students, (3) adults in need of training and retraining, (4)
single parents and homemakers, (5) students in programs designed to eliminate sex bias
and stereotyping in vocational education, and (6) criminal offenders. In some states, data
collection focused on counting the total number of students in each of the groups who
were served by set-aside funds rather than the numbers of these students participating in
the various occupational programs. State MIS are beginning to change in response to the
1990 Perkins Act priorities, attempting to collect program-level data for handicapped,
economically disadvantaged, academically disadvantaged, and LEP students. However,
change is often slow, especially when modifying the data collection procedures of dozens
of local vocational education systems is involved.

While local recipients are able easily to count the number of students served by
programs targeting special populations such as programs for single parents, displaced
homemakers, and single pregnant women, many local recipients do not have the capacity
to identify these students in the general population of the school or institution or in the
context of general vocational course enrollment. Without being able to identify which
students belong to the various special populations, even automated student record
systems cannot produce occupational program-level information for these groups.

Although the Perkins legislation and associated regulations offer definitions for
the various special population groups, these definitions do not always translate directly
into procedures for identifying and classifying individual students. For example, the
Perkins regulations define an individual with disabilities as “any individual with any
disability as defined in . . . the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990” (U.S. Congress,
1992). Generally, vocational educators at the secondary level classify any student who
has an Individualized Education Program (IEP) as an individual with disabilities. At the
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postsecondary level, however, the process is more complex. Knowledge of a student’ﬁ‘

. . . . *
handicap status may come from several sources, including student declaration of a-,

disability on an application form, a referral from a vocational rehabilitation or other

agency, or a voluntary assessment conducted by the institution. Some postsecondary

institutions may use all of these and other sources of information to identify handicapped
students, while others may rely primarily on one or two sources. Altl"ough some states
provide guidelines for local recipients to use for identifying the vanous _special

populations, few monitor local procedures closely; and still others rely stnctly on the '

definitions provided in the act and regulations. SR b

Local vocational educators generally review the participation of students by sex
and race/ethnicity during their program review process, usually conducted on a. five-yea}fxf;;
cycle. Some local systems also regularly examine the participation of handicapped and
LEP students, two of the groups included in OCR compliance programs. During the,
program review process, local vocational educators may compare the participation rates

of these groups across occupational programs to see whether any programs enroll -

unbalanced numbers of these populations and to develop strategles for recrumng and
retaining students.

OVAE plans to gather data from the states on the enrollment and completipn of
all special populations mentioned in the 1990 Perkins Act, for vocational education

overall, and for specific occupational programs. Although some states will not be able to -

provide all of this information, OVAE’s MIS will include all available data. .

Most state performance measures and standards systems will include data on
special populations. About half of the states have developed specific measures at each of
the secondary and postsecondary levels for special populations in the areas of enrollment
and access, retention and completion, and placement. However, only about half of the
states will be able to disaggregate data on special populations for all their measures
during the first year of implementation.

. —

Program Offerings
OIS contain data on the number of recent graduates of vocational education and
training programs in a state. Data on these program completers is maintained by
program, by type of institution, and by substate region. This data is usually supplied to
|
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SOICC from state MIS databases by the various state agencies offering vocational
education.

Most state MIS databases contain information on vocational program completers.
At the postsecondary level, data collection is driven by the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) requirements, which direct institutions to report the
number of students completing certificates and degrees by vocational program area at the
six-digit CIP level. For secondary education, program completion detail varies from the
two- to six-digit CIP level. Some states employ their own program classification
schemes, although many have developed crosswalks to the CIP for submitting data to
OVAE in the annual performance reports.

As mentioned in “Describing Context and Trends,” defining vocational program
completion presents a particular challenge at the secondary level. While some states
provide guidelines for determining completion status such as attainment of specified
competencies, others leave the determination of completion to the faculty, school, or
district. Consequently, procedures for counting vocational program completers vary
across and even within states. The most common method of conferring completion status
is based on course completion—that is, achieving passing grades in all courses offered as
a sequence of courses in a patticular vocational program area. Frequently, a sequence is
made up of two or more consecutive courses, in some cases involving some sort of work
experience component. In some school districts, particularly in rural areas, the entire
sequence of courses may consist of a single course. Consequently, completion status,

particularly at the secondary level, represents a broad range of occupational and related
academic learning.

Most state MIS databases also contain information on enrollments in vocational
education. However, these data are more troublesome than completion data for several
reasons. As mentioned in the introductory chapter, students enroll in courses, not in
programs. A particular course identified as being in one of the major two-digit CIP
program areas may be part of two or more programs at the four- or six-digit level. Unlike
program completion, which can be assigned after a student has completed a sequence of
courses, eprollment cannot accurately be assigned to a program area below the two-digit

level. However, many states collect and report enrollment data at the same level of detail
as completion data.
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Transcript data, which provides a longitudinal look at student coursetaking
patterns over more than one year, permits assigning students to a program with a fair
amount of accuracy. However, most states tally enrollment figures based on coursetaking
in the current year only. Because students enroll in courses with varying goals and
intentions, states’ vocational enrollment figures are generally not valid indicators of
“program” participation. Students may explore vocational education without any
intention of completing a program. In fact, recent research indicates that almost all
secondary school students and more than three-quarters of the students in public two-year
postsecondary institutions take at least one course in the vocational education curriculum
during their educational careers (Hoachlander et al., 1992). Consequently, program
enroliment figures can fluctuate from year to year, although local fiuctuations may cancel
out when data is aggregated at the state level.

Many states attempt to deal with the problem of inferring program enroliment
from course enrollment by dividing coursetaking into two levels: (1) exploratory,
introductory, or nonoccupational courses and (2) occupational courses. Often states
group consumer and homemaking education and industrial arts (i.e., technology
education) courses and courses that introduce students to a cluster of occupations in the
first category and reserve the second category for cccupationally specific courses that are
intended to lead to employment in a particular occupational field. However, the methods
by which states assig1: courses to these categories vary widely. Furthermore, some states
include students in grades nine through twelve in their count of vocational enroliments,
while others include only those in grades ten through twelve or eleven and twelve. By

including students in later grades only, states attempt to avoid counting nonoccupational
courses.

Other states go one step further, assigning codes to courses based on the degree of
certainty to which the course indicates enroliment in a particular program. For example,
exploratory courses may receive a code indicating a relatively low degree of certainty that
the student is actually enrolled in the program area of the course, while a higher-level
course requiring as a prerequisite completion of previous courses in the sequence may
receive a code indicating a relatively high degree of certainty that the student is actually
enrolled in a particular program area. However, the number of states attempting to sort
out program enrollment from course enrollment by this level of refinement is small.
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Because students enroll in courses rather than programs, procedures for assigning
program enrollment based on coursetaking force states to report enrollments either as
duplicated or unduplicated counts. Unduplicated enrollments assign a single program
area to each student, and provide a count of the number of students enrolled in vocational
programs.l Duplicated enrollments count students more than once if they took courses in
more than one program area and provide a count of the number of program enroliments,
which may be greater than the number of students being trained. While states with
automated student record systems have the flexibility to produce either unduplicated or
duplicated counts, other states may only be able to produce duplicated counts. Some
states request from schools and institutions the total number of students enrolled in each
course or program area but not individual student information, so the aggregate data
cannot be unduplicated. Still other states request unduplicated total enrollments and
enrollments by gender but collect only duplicated counts for the special populations.

Since students may fall into more than one special population category, aggregate
enrollment information generally provides duplicated counts of the number of special
populations enrolled in each program area. The sum of the number of handicapped,
limited-English proficient, and economically disadvantaged students reported enrolled in
a particular program area may be greater than the number of individuals who are
members of special populations enrolled in that program area because students may
belong to more than one of the targeted groups. In these cases, it may not be possible to

produce an unduplicated count of the total number of special population students enrolled
in vocational education in a state.

The practice of collecting and reporting program enrollments, rather than course
enrollments, originated from the old Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)
requirements and is perpetuated in OVAE’s annual performance reports. The primary
purpose of counting enrollments in vocational education is to estimate the size of the
caterprise. As stated previously, unduplicated program enrollments provide information
on the number of students being served, while duplicated program enrollments provide
information on the number of program enrollments. However, given the problems in
inferring program enrollment from coursetaking, neither of these measures of program
enrollment provides accurate information on the number of students being trained or on
the amount of truining being offered in a particular field. The count of program
completers provides a better indication of the occupationally specific training being
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delivered nationwide. Perhaps a better measure of the size of the vocational education
enterprise in any given year is simple course enrollment. A count of course enrollments
or contact hours provides an indication of the amount of vocational training being
delivered in various vocational fields and at various levels of coursetaking while avoiding
some of the pitfalls of current program enroliment data.

OVAE’s MIS plans to collect information from the states on program completion
and program enrollment, both at the four-digit CIP level. As discussed above, a count of
program completers, particularly at the postsecondary level, provides generally reliable
information on the amount of occupationally specific training being delivered nationwide
and is a rough indicator of the recent supply of trained labor in a particular field. In
contrast, program enrollment information is much less meaningful at the four-digit CIP
level. Because of the difficulties of assigning program enrollment based on coursetaking,
it is sufficient to report program enroliment at the two-digit CIP level.

In addition to total enrollment and completion counts, OVAE intends to collect
information for the various special pcpulations and for programs other than the traditional
occupational programs, inciuding Tech Prep, cooperative work experience,
apprenticeship, and work study. As mentioned above, the capacity of states to provide
this type of information varies widely. The submission of data to OVAE is voluntary, so
states will provide the data that is available. The MIS will accommodate the various state
practices, for example, indicating whether a state’s data is duplicated or unduplicated.

At both the secondary and postsecondary levels, at least half of the states have
implemented a measure of retention or completion in their performance measures and
standards systems (Rahn et al., forthcoming). At the secondary level, about cne-third of
the states are measuring the percentage of vocational students who are retained in or
complete a vocational program, and one-third are measuring the percentage of vocational
completers who graduate from high school. A smaller number of states is measuring the
decrease in number of dropouts. At the postsecondary level, about one-half of the states
are measuring the percentage of vocational students who are retained in or complete a

vocational program, and a small number is measuring the decrease in number of
dropouts.
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Most states that are measuring enrollment include access for special populations.
About half of the states at both the secondary and postsecondary levels have implemented
a measure of enroliment specifically for special populations. A handful of states is
measuring the percentage of all students enrolled in vocational courses at either the
secondary or postsecondary level, ard one is implementing a measure of attendance at the
postsecondary level.

Accomplishments

Some OIS contain information on the wages and benefits of specific occupations.
This information is mostly obtained through surveys of employers, asking, for example,
what the standard entry-level wages and benefits are for specific occupations. A few
states are contemplating including actual rather than estimated information based on
wage record data obtained through the State Employment Security Agency (SESA).
Wage record data can provide the actual average earnings of recent program participants,
rather than employers’ stated pay levels and can be reported separately for various
demographic groups and for various substate regions. Some SOICC staff believe this
provides more relevant information for students anticipating entering the labor market
and for prospective students considering in which program or institution to enroll.

Many local and state vocational educators examine placement information as part
of the program review process. Educators want to know whether program completers
found employment, whether they found employment in a field related to their training,
and whether different types of students had various labor market experiences. They also
want to compare placement rates of the different programs to determine which programs
have been more or less successful in placing students. A review of placement
information often leads to developing strategies for improving the placement of students
or of certain groups of students, to incressing recruitment efforts for attracting students to

programs with high placement rates, and sometimes to removing less successful
programs.

Procedures for collecting placement data vary widely across the states. Some
states leave data collection to local schools and institutions, with some of these states
collecting the resulting information at the state level, and others not doing so. Other
states collect their own placement data in addition to and separately from local efforts,
while still others collect the information on behalf of local providers, distributing the




relevant data to them. At the local level, data collection may be the responsibility of a
central office, or individual program faculty may follow up on their own students. Most
current data collection efforts rely on either phone or mail surveys of former program
participants, with some states and locals surveying employers either in addition to or in
lieu of participants. Some locals and states gather information on placement in further
education and training as well as on entry into the labor market. Many follow-up surveys

track the placement outcomes of program completers only, while others track program
leavers as well as completers.

The quality of placement data also varies widely. Surveys conducted by phone,
and by mail in particular, are notorious for producing response rates sometimes as low as
twenty-five to thirty percent. The main problem with low response rates is that they

‘'usually indicate nonresponse bias; that is, the former participants who respond may be

different from those who do not respond in ways that are important to the survey.
Frequently, the lowest response rates in a state come from school districts and
postsecondary institutions in urban areas, suggesting that this placement data may be
biased against special populations. Former participants who return a mailing asking
questions about employment are more likely to be employed than those not returning the
mailing. Administrators who base program decisions on this data may be drawing
incorrect inferences from the responses received.

In order to improve the quality of the data collected, as well as to decrease the
costs of and duplication of effort involved in collecting placement data, some states are
using or are contemplating using SESA wage record data. While this data has its own
limitations as described in “Monitoring Program Compliance,” it generally provide a
reliable and cost-effective means of gathering information on employment and earnings.
When combined with other administrative databases such as federal civilian and military
employment and two- and four-year postsecondary institution enroliment databases, wage

record data can provide a powerful source of information on the placement of former
vocational/technical students.

OVAE’s MIS plans to collect data from the states on the placement of former
program participants in further education, the military, and related and unrelated
employment. The data will be requested at the four-digit CIP level. As described above,
the capacity of states to generate this information will vary.
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By design, the performance measures and standards systems are outcome based
and therefore include a number of measures of both learning and labor market outcomes.
Virtually all the states have implemented a measure of academic gains since such a
measure was required explicitly by law at each of the secondary and postsecondary
levels. At each of the levels, about two-thirds of the states have implemented a measure
of occupational skills attainment, and about one-third have implemented a measure of job
or work skills attainment. A much smaller number of states are measuring occupational
skills and job or work skills gains. In terms of labor market outcomes, most states at each
of the secondary and postsecondary levels have implemented a placement measure,
usually including placement in further education, the military, and related and unrelated
employment. A small number of states have implemented measures of employer
satisfaction and earnings.

Personnel

While most states maintain information on faculty in central personnel files, the
amount and accessibility of information on vocational faculty varies by state. At the
secondary level, most states can identify vocational teachers based on certification or
credential information. At the postsecondary level, the distinction between vocational
and nonvocational faculty is not always drawn, and data on faculty must be sorted by
program affiliation, where available, in order to identify vocational faculty. In some
states, the information available on faculty may be limited to basic demographics such as
sex and race/ethnicity or educational and work history. However, some state agencies
collect additional information on course or section assignments from school districts and
postsecondary institutions, and some also collect information on faculty supply and
demand. The advantage of general faculty databases is that they allow a comparison
between faculty with and without vocational teaching responsibilities.

In contrast, some state agencies responsible for vocational education collect and
maintain separate information on vocational faculty. In some cases, these agencies
collect information that may not be available through the general state agency, including
primary teaching assignment, course responsibilities, and class sizes; 2nd in other cases
they may duplicate data collection eiforts. Some of these agencies also collect
information on other staff with vocational education responsibilities. In these states, the
amount of information available on vocational faculty may be enhanced, although the
capacity to compare vocational and nonvocational faculty may be limited.
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OVAE's MIS plans to collect data from the states on the current number of and
future need for vocational faculty at the four-digit CIP level. As described above, states
have varying capacities to provide this information. At the secondary level, most states
can provide the total number of vocational faculty as well as the number certified in
various program areas. Those states that collect course assignment information will be
able to assign faculty to program areas using procedures similar to those discussed for
assigning students to program enrollment areas. At the postsecondary level, institutions
generally maintain data on faculty at the two-digit level for IPEDS, although those states
that collect course assignment information could provide more detailed irformation.
Some states will not be able to provide any data on the future need for faculty.

Facilities and Equipment

Most local vocational providers and states do not maintain comprehensive
information on facilities and equipment used for vocational education. As discussed in
“Monitoring Program Compliance,” local providers do maintain information on the uses
of Perkins funds, and most can provide a detailed accounting of the equipment purchased
with these funds. However, an attempt to calculate the total amount of facilities and
equipment devoted to vocational education would require estimating a prorated amount
based on some known quantity of vocational education. For example, facility space

could be assigned based on the proportion of contact hours that were associated with
vocational courses.

Costs

As mentioned in the “Describing Program Practices” and “Monitoring Program
Compliance” sections, some school districts maintain separate budgets and expenditure
records for vocational education, including information on salaries and supplies, and
some postsecondary institutions do so for each department. This information is generally
not kept at the state level. Furthermore, the information may not include capital
expenditures, which often cannot be assigned strictly to vocational education. In order to
estimate the overall costs of vocational education, capital expenditures would have to be
prorated in a similar fashion to facilities and equipment.
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Summary of Data Availability

As mentioned earlier in this section, the primary purpose of performance
monitoring systems is local and state program improvement. While this data may also
provide national-level policymakers and program managers with useful information, the
data is limited in several important ways: (1) it lacks comparability across and within
states, (2) its quality is questionable in certain cases, and (3) it lacks consistency over
time. Consequently, while contributing texture to what is known about the performance
of programs at the local and state levels, this data should not be used to produce
statistically rigorous national estimates.

Lack of Comparability Across and Within States

All of the systems described in this section, including OIS, MIS, and performance
measures and standards systems, are subject to variations in state and even local
practices. Variations can be found in the types of providers and programs included in the
system, procedures for identifying and classifying special population students, definitions
of program completion, procedures for counting program enrollments, capacity to provide
duplicated and unduplicated counts, procedures for collecting placement data, the types
of information available on vocational faculty and other vocational staff, and the number
and types of performance measures and standards. Appendix B summarizes the findings
from the site visits conducted for this study regarding the comparability of local and state
MIS data collection.

National databases, including OVAE’s MIS, that attempt to compile data from
these state systems must exercise caution when comparing data across states. In order to
provide truly useful information that contributes to an understanding of the performance
of vocational programs at the local and state levels, such databases must include a
description of the varying state practices relevant to the data elements included in the
system. While most states would welcome guidance and technical assistance from
federal agencies in collecting and analyzing their data, this involvement must leave room
for differences in state needs and in constraints regarding vocational education data.

Data Quality
In some cases, the guaisiv of the data collected by states is questionable. First, as
discussed previously, since students generally enroll in courses rather than programs,
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enrollment cannot accurately be assigned to a vocational program area below the two-
digit CIP level. Furthermore, the validity of the entire process of inferring program
enrollment from coursetaking in a single year is questionable. Second, placement
databased on low response rates to phone and mail surveys and other studies may be
subject to significant nonresponse bias. Federal agencies can provide valuable assistance
to the states by offering guidance on data collection and reporting strategies that produce
high quality data on vocational education.

In other cases, the quality of local data is unknown. State vocational education
agencies are not always aware of local data collection and reporting practices and of the
quality of the data submitted to them. While local data is generally considered to be more
accurate and reliable when it is used to distribute state or federal funds or when they are
relevant to local uses and needs, these judgments are more frequently based on
speculation and anecdotal evidence than on systematic studies. More attention needs to
be paid to local data quality if state MIS are to be relied upon to provide useful and
accurate information.

Lack of Consistency Over Time

Even seemingly simple changes in data collection procedures can produce large
variations in performance data. For example, course enrollment counts are very sensitive
to the timing of data collection. Shifting the date for counting enrollments by even one or
two weeks can cause a large increase or decrease in the numbers reported. Changes in
data collection procedures occur for a variety of reasons, including both administrative
and programmatic reasons, and they occur at both the local and state levels. Since
vocational education is part of the larger education enterprise, changes in general data
collection may affect vocational education data. State- and national-level databases must
keep track of changing data collection procedures if variations in performance data over
time are to be interpreted correctly.

Performance Measures and Standards

Although subject to many of the above comments, state performance measures
and standards systems present additional challenges. Unlike state OIS and MIS, which
have been in existence for some time, these accountability systems represent largely new
endeavors at collecting and analyzing data for vocational education. Some states’
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systems of performance measures and standards rely on data collection strategies that
were in existence prior to the 1990 Perkins Act, and that were already part of state MIS.
However, the 1990 accountability requirements compelled most states to re-examine their
data collection efforts and many to develop wholly new strategies. Furthermore, while
many states already collected some performance data, few had established vocational
education standards.

Because of the newness of these systems, there is an ongoing need for technical
assistance that will help states evaluate and improve the systems implemented in fall
1992. Specifically, the department could assist states with (1) further development of
performance measures, (2) definition of standards, (3) student assessment, and (4)
adjustments and incentives for serving special populations.

Measures

The law requires that states develop measures of learning and competency gains
and explicitly states that these must include measures of student progress in the
achievement of basic and more advanced academic skills. Implicit in this language is the
requirement that states must also include measures of gains in occupational skills,
although the law does not clearly say so. Nevertheless, given that one of the primary
purposes of vocational education is preparing students for employment, measures of
occupational competency are clearly a desirable component of the accountability system.

As important as measures of occupational competency may be, most states have
encountered serious difficulty in developing appropriate measures. Occupational
competency testing is neither as widely developed nor as rigorously standardized as
academic achicvement testing. Moreover, there is not yet widespread consensus on what
types of occupational competencies should be assessed, on what skills reflect an
understanding of “all aspects of a given industry,” or on how these skills should be tested.
Consequently, the federal government could provide valuable help to localities and states
through supporting the development of occupational assessment and by trzining

educators in how to conduct more effective assessments of occupational knowledge and
skills.

A key word in the law’s language is “gains,” evidence that participation in
vocational education leads to an increase in knowledge and skills. There are at least two
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approaches to measuring gains. First, some form of pre- and posttesting can be used.
This method is student-based and assesses changes for individual students in knowledge
and skills over some specified period of time, for example, between fall and spring or
between eighth grade and eleventh grade. Second, gains can be measured
programmatically over time. Such an approach averages scores of students participating
in a program at one point in time and compares this average with an average from an
earlier period to determine whether scores have improved. While the first approach pre-
and posttests the same students, this second approach typically tests different students.
This latter approach requires statistical controls for changes in student characteristics and
in other variables external to the program that may influence achievement.

The measurement of gains is a topic that confuses many states. Technical
assistance that helps states to clarify how to define and measure gains would greatly
improve the accountability systems developed to date.

In contrast to gains, one can also measure learning attainment, the actual level of
competency (occupational or academic) that a student has mastered. Competency
attainment and job or work skill attainment are two of the four options states have in
developing their second set of required performance measures. This is another area in
which states will continue to need help.

Standards

While all the states appear to have made substantial progress in identifying and
defining performance measures, establishing standards for these measures has proven
more difficult. Most states have used existing data (or will use baseline data from the
first year of operation) to set standards. For example, a state might set a standard for
academic achievement based on the statewide average test score for students participating
in vocational education programs. Whether such a standard bears any relationship to

requirements of the workplace or to further education opportunities is, for the most part,
unknown.

Ideally, standards should reflect valid requirements for performing effectively in
the workplace or for succeeding in further education or training. The few states that have
developed competency-based curricula and rigorous occupational competency testing and
certification procedures have sought to validate competencies and standards through
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employer involvement. Even in these states, however, there have been few true tests of
the validity of these assessments.

Nationally, the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Department of Labor
are sponsoring a variety of projects charged with developing national industry standards
in such fields as allied health, electronics, printing, and environmental technology. A few
states have undertaken their own studies of industry standards. How fruitful these efforts
will be remains to be seen. If they are successful, their findings will need to be
incorporated into the state standards that are part of the accountability systems. How best
to accomplish this incorporation is another topic for technical assistance.

Student Assessment

In many respects, these systems of measures and standards are only as good as the
assessment instruments used to gauge students’ competency gains and attainment. At the
secondary level, most states administer statewide student achievement tests of reading
and math. Typically, states are using these tests to assess gains and attainment in
academic skills to satisfy the 1990 Perkins Act requirements. While this approach is a
good first step, it leaves much to be desired. None of these tests has been designed to
assess students’ abilities to apply academic concepts in work settings. Few, if any, are
competency-based; and most are not administered in grade twelve, making accurate
measures of gains difficult. At the postsecondary level, widespread uniform testing of
students’ academic knowledge and skills is much less routine. Developing good
measures of academic attainment and gains for postsecondary students has, therefore,
been more problematic.

At both the secondary and postsecondary levels, there is relatively little
assessment of occupational knowledge or competencies. Widely accepted, validated tests
of occupational competencies do not yet exist. Moreover, there is no strong consensus
about what kinds of occupational competencies should be measured. Existing
competency tests tend to focus on rather specific occupational skills rather than some of

the more generic skills that have been promoted by recent national commissions and
several researchers.

There are several interesting efforts underway to develop better tests of

occupational competencies and related academic skills. Some of these efforts are
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concentrating on designing standardized, paper-and-pencil tests. Others are attempting to
develop a more performance-based approach to assessment, experimenting with
portfolios and other types of graded and ungraded performance testing that use
simulations or actual performance demonstrations to measure student proficiency.

At a minimum, locals and states will need information about what kinds of
instruments have been developed, their advantages and disadvantages, and the kinds of
educational settings for which they are best suited. The Department of Education could
support a clearinghouse on assessment, as well as sponsor regional workshops on the use
and interpretation of new assessment instruments. The federal government may find it
desirable to support the development of particular assessment instruments such as tests of
work readiness or computer-simulated assessment.

Special Populations

Section 115 of the 1990 Perkins Act requires that the accountability systems
include “incentives and adjustments that are designed to encourage service to targeted
groups or special populations.” Federal law and regulations provide no guidance on what
these incentives and adjustments should be or on how they should be incorporated into
accountability systems. To date, most states have postponed making specific adjustments
to their proposed measures and standards or introducing incentives. Satisfying this
requirement can involve rather complex quantitative analysis and other kinds of technical
expertise that is not routinely available in many states. Ensuring that this vequirement is
addressed fairly and effectively will probably require technical assistance to the states.

CONCLUSIONS
Design of 2 Multiform System

As stated in the 1990 Perkins Act, a national vocational education data system
should serve two primary functions by providing information relevant both to
policymaking and to program management. In order to meet these needs, national data
must address four subsidiary functions described in the second through fifth sections of
this report: (1) describing context and trends, (2) describing program practices, (3)
monitoring program compliance, and (4) monitoring program performance. Each of
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these four functions serves different purposes and requires different data collection
strategies. But the functions are not mutually exclusive, and data that serves one function
may be useful in another. Data for all four functions may be used to establish federal
policy and to manage programs. However, the four functions are sufficiently distinct that
one must guard against the temptation to design a single system that will simultaneously
meet the requirements of all four. The distinct requirements of these functions argue for a
multiform system of vocational education data collection rather than a single, uniform
design that will address all concerns.

Data describing the context of vocational education and trends and changes over
time allow policymakers and program managers to assess the general evolution of
vocational education nationally. This data provides information necessary for program
planning, setting priorities, targeting resources, and identifying areas requiring new
direction and leadership. Data describing context and trends requires a high degree of
uniformity and comparability over time, although it does not need to be collected
frequently. This data should not be collected in isolation from other types of experience.
Compared to universal censuses or elaborate experimental designs, national sample
surveys are relatively low-cost, low-burden strategies for producing accurate national
estimates of key context and trend variables. Responsibility for administering thess
surveys has been lodged with federal agencies experienced in national statistics.

Ongoing, national statistical surveys cannot, howcver, answer many important
questions about vocational program practices. Surveys designed to provide consistent
information on context and trends over time cannot assess the impact of many major
policy initiatives. Understanding how states and local schools and institutions responded
to the 1990 Perkins initiatives, for example, requires studies specially tailored to
assessing these responses. Such studies typically are not the responsibility of the
statistical agencies but of agencies charged with evaluation, implementation, and
research. Special studies endeavor to describe vocational program practices thoroughly at
a particular point in time and to capture variations in local and state approaches. They are
less well-suited to assessing the long-term impact of policy on student outcomes. For
instance, policymakers cannot expect the current National Assessment of Vocational
Education (NAVE) to detect changes in student outcomes resulting from the 1990
Perkins initiatives. The national statistical surveys, as well as additional special studies
and research, will be able to contribute to assessing these longer-term impacts.
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The agencies overseeing the implementation and administration of federal policy
for vocational education are responsible for monitoring whether states and local
recipients of federal funds are in compliance with various federal requirements.
Monitoring compliance requires that information supporting this function be maintained
(although not necessarily reported) by all those who are accountable. While the actual
collection of data to assess compliance may rely on sampling techniques, data must be
maintained by the universe of recipients of federai funds. Since collecting and
maintaining univessal data can be extraordinarily costly and burdensome, extreme care
must be taken in defining the parameters of data needed for this function as well as the

extent to which locals and states will be required to report information rather than simply
maintain it.

Finally, educators and policymakers at all levels are concerned with what
vocational education accomplishes, including both learning and labor market outcomes.
To assess program performance, local and state educational agencies and institutions have
developed and continue to refine a variety of data systems designed to yield information
on how well vocational education is performing. The primary purpose of these
performance monitoring systems is local and state program improvement. As such, these
data systems reflect the diversity of local and state needs and circumstances and are not
well-suited to providing uniform national data on program performance. Because
definitions and methods of collection vary, local and state systems cannot yield
information that can be aggregated across states to produce national estimates on the
performance of vocational education. Efforts to impose greater comparability ::
uniformity on these systems risk undermining their primary purpose. While national
estimates of program performance are certainly desirable, these will best come from other
sources such as national statistical surveys and special studies.

Design of a national vocational education data system needs to keep these various
functions in mind. Each contributes something different to what is known about the
enterprise and is subject to different limitations.
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Setting Priorities for National Data Collection

Considered together, the four functions of vocational education data produce a
wealth of information on the vocational education enterprise, yet none is sufficient in
itself to address all policymaking and program management concerns. Even as a whole,
the existing multiform system does not provide all the information that is desired on
vocational education. The “Describing Context and Trends,” “Describing Program
Practices,” “Monitoring Program Compliance,” and “Monitoring Program Performance”
sections described the data that is available through each function. The chart on the
following pages summarizes briefly the sources of available information for the seven
primary areas of policy and management concern. In some cases, relatively simple
modifications are needed to improve the availability of information; while in others,
improvements may require substantial effort.

The process of setting priorities for modifying existing data collection efforts and
collecting new data should be based on two criteria: (1) import=nce of the data for
policymaking and program management and (2) cost. This section of the report
establishes priorities based on the importance of the data and discusses broad cost
concerns. However, evaluating the precise cost of the many possible data improvement

strategies goes beyond the scope of this study and is better left to the responsible federal
agencies.

Based on their importance for policymaking and program management, the
priorities for national vocational education data collection include information on the
following broad categories:

. Organization and governance

. Student participation

. Program offerings

. Accomplishments

. Faculty

Information on the oversight of vocational education and the structure of the delivery

system in each state facilitates national data collection efforts as well as communication
among the local, state, and federal levels. Specifically, information on governance and
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organization contributes to an understanding of how federal policy is implemented at the
local and state levels and enables vocational education administrators at all levels to assist
in improving programs. Data on student participation and program offerings answers
questions about the scope of the vocational education enterprise. Who participates in
vocational education? What programs are offered? How much vocational education do
students take? Data on accomplishments, including learning and labor market outcomes,
provides information on how well vocational education is meeting the needs of students
and, more broadly, of business and industry. Data on faculty, including information on

instructional strategies, describes perhaps the most important resource in the vocational
education system.

These categories of information should be given the highest priority in a national
data system because they act as important indicators of the effectiveness of federal policy
and of the need to improve programs. Data on accomplishments provides the most direct
indication of the effectiveness of policies and programs, offering evidence of the amount
and types of student learning and of students’ subsequent employment, education, and
training experiences. While not describing outcomes per se, data on student participation
and program offerings provides information on access to and progress in vocational
education for various groups of students, and data on faculty can potentially be linked
closely with student outcomes and program performance. Information on the governance

and organization of vocational education describes the context in which all of these forces
work.

Of lesser priority for a national vocational education data system is information
on the following categories:

. Administrators
. Facilities and equipment
. Costs

While data on each of these subjects contributes additional and interesting information on
the vocational education system, it is less important as an indicator of the effectiveness of
policies and programs. In contrast to the priority areas listed above, data on
administrators, facilities and equipment, and the costs of vocational education provides
information primarily on inputs into the system, rather than on the system’s outcomes.
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Where data on student accomplishments or participation, for instance, indicate a problem
or a success in the system, further investigation may lead to one or more inputs as the
underlying cause. Hcwever, given limited resources at the federal level, a national
vocational education data system should focus on collecting information that indicates the
health of the system rather than on the myriad factors contributing to failures and
successes.

The above discussion provides broad guidelines for setting priorities for
modifying existing data collection efforts and collecting new data. “Describing Context
and Trends,” “Describing Program Practices,” “Monitoring Program Compliance,” and
“Monitoring Program Performance” described in detail the problems that can be
addressed and the gaps that can be filled to improve available data in the five priority
areas. While the responsible federal agencies must decide upon the specific strategies to

pursue, they should pay particular attention to two recurrent themes emerging from this
study.

First, the existing multiform system is severely limited in its ability to provide
information on the vocationally relevant learning outcomes of students, specifically on
their occupational competencies, applied academic skills, work readiness skills, and
understanding of all aspects of the industries they are preparing to enter. The national
statistical surveys, special studies, and systems of performance measures and standards
are all impeded in collecting and reporting this information because of the lack of
appropriate assessment instruments and, more fundamentally, because of the lack of
consensus on what types of skills should be assessed.

Second, a recurring problem across all types of data collection is incomplete
coverage of the vocational education enterprise. The national statistical surveys and
special studies vary in their ability to provide information on vocational programs offered
through the various types of school and institutional arrangements. The surveys also do
not always capture the full range of experience of students participating in vocational
education (including the various reasons why students participate and whether they
achieve their personal goals) or the full range of vocational programming. Data collected
for compliance and program monitoring purposes varies in its capacity to describe
nonfederally funded programs in addition to federally funded ones. While it would be
inefficient for all data collection activities to attempt to answer all questions and while
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some vocational educaticn pursuits may be too uncommon to warrant federal funds, there
is certainly room for improving the coverage of such a diverse enterprise.

Table 1

Summary of Data Sources

Describing Describing Monitoring Monitoring
Context and Trends Program Practices Compliance Program Performance
Organization and Secondary level -CCD | OPBE - study of OVAE - state plans OIS - State Training
Governance Postsecondary level vocational education Inventories
vel= stems and faciliti
IPEDS, NSOPF, systems e MIS - state systems
NPSAS, NHES, CPS- NCRVE - studies of
education and training
for work and strategies
for linkiug planning and
evaluation
Student Participation | Women, Indians, NAVE - omnibus OVAE - state plans MIS - OVAE and state
Minorities - HS&B, surveys, case studies, ] systems
NAEP, NELS:88, NLS- | study of funding State Vocational
72, IPEDS, CPS, distribution, correctional | Education Boards —local | Performance measurcs
NPSAS surveys, and analysis of applications and standards systems
&B, 2 .
Individuals with ‘ gsm‘szsrg"sif;s OCR - civil rights
Handicaps - HS&B, (secondar'y level): compliance programs
NAEP, NELS:88, NLS- | NpSAS. BPS and survey
72, NPSAS, NLTS (postsecondary level)
Individuais of Limited
English Proficiency -
NELS:88, NAEP
Economically
Disadvantaged Students
— HS&B, NELS:88,
NAEP, NLS-72, NPSAS
Single Parents ~ HS&B,
NAEP, NELS:88, NLS-
72, NPSAS, CPS
Incarcerated Youths and
Adults — NALS, Surveys
by Bureau of Justice
Statistics, Federal
Bureau of Prisons,
Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency
Prevention
109

114




Summary of Data Sources (cont.)

Describing Describing Monitoring Monitoring
Context and Trends Program Practices Compliance Program Performance
Program Offerings Secondary level — NAVE - omnibus OVAE - state plans OIS systems
HS&B, NAEP, surveys, case studies, .
NELS:88, NLTS curvey of vocational State Vocational MIS — OVAE and state
student organizations Education Boards — local | systems
Postsecondary level - applications
IPEDS, CPS, NPSAS, | OVAE - performance o Performance measures
BPS measures and standards | OCR —civil rights and standards systems
study compliance survey
NCRVE - surveys of
performance measures
and standards
implementation and
study of their effects
PES - tech-prep
evaluation
Accomplishments Secondary level - NAVE - analysis of SESAs — wage record OIS systems
HS&B, NAEP, NELS:88 | NAEP, NELS:88, NLTS, | information
SIPP; study linking MIS — OVAE and state
;‘;‘s%%ﬂ;;‘s‘ unemployment insurance systems
i * ’ and student data;
SIPP amolo crl;urvc Performance measures
ploy! y and standards systems
Personnel Secondary level - SASS | NAVE — omnibus OVAE - state plans MIS - OVAE and state
surveys, case studies, : systems
Postsecondary level - analysis of SASS, FRSS, State Vocational
NSOPF NSOPF Education Boards — local
applications
OCR - civil rights
compliance programs
and survey
Facilities and OPBE - study of State Vocational
Equipment vocational education Education Boards — local
systems and facilities applications
Local recipients —
accounting of equipment
purchased with Perkins
funds
Costs of Vocational OPBE - study of OVAE - distribution of | Local providers —
Education vocational education Perkins funds to states vocational education
systems and facilities . budgets, estimates based
State Vocationat on prorating procedures
NCRVE - study of Education Boards —
education and training distribution of Perkins
for work funds to local recipients
NAVE - omnibus Local recipients —
surveys, case studies, expenditures of Perkins
study of funding funds
distribution
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Given limited resources, federal agencies cannot be expected to remedy all of the
problems identified in this study. Keeping in mind the priorities outlined above, the
responsible agencies will need to weigh the relative cost of the many improvements that
can be made against the vaiue of the information those improvements will produce. The
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), for example, must decide whether it is a
better use of funds to correct the undercount of area vocational schools in the Common
Core of Data (CCD) or of proprietary institutions in the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS); to expand the National Survey of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF) to include proprietary institutions and vocational/technical institutes; to
increase the sample size of Asians and Native Americans included in the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) or longitudinal surveys; to enrich the
Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) survey by developing a related institutional
survey examining the relationship between teacher qualifications, experience,
instructional strategies, and student outcomes; or to undertake another of the number of
modifications that could be made.

Generally, high payoff strategies for improving vocational education data involve:
(1) increasing coordination among and within federal agencies, particularly with regard to
the content and timing of various data collection activities and the definitions and
measuring procedures used by the various agencies and (2) providing technical assistance
to local and state vocational education providers, particularly with regard to the
compliance and program monitoring functions, in order to improve the quality of the data
they collect. and rcport. Beyond these two strategies, the options available to the various
agencies are many. Some represent relatively inexpensive adjustments to existing data
collection, while others are more costly.

Among the more costly improvements to the existing system would be collecting
comprehensive information on the condition of facilities and equipment and the costs of
vocational education. The former involves collecting new information on numerous and
ever-changing techniques specific to a large number of vocational programs, possibly
requiring independent on-site verification rather than self-reporting. The latter involves
piecing together vocational expenditures information from local, state, and federal
sources and applying some sort of estimating procedure where the information is not
available. Since these two categories of information are also less important for providing
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information for policymaking and program management, they should fall near the bottom
of a final priority list.

At times, however, the importance and cost of a specific improvement may point
to different conclusions. For example, while efforts to improve information on student
outcomes in the areas of occupational competencies, applied academics, work readiness,
and all aspects of the industry are at the top of the priority list in terms of their
importance for policymaking and program management, developing appropriate
assessment instruments will require substantial resources and could prove quite costly.
Therefore, the relevant federal agencies will need to determine the most appropriate role
they should play in this process.

The decisions that federal agencies will need to make are difficult and complex.
This report identifies problem areas, suggests strategies for addressing those problems,
and lays out broad guidelines for establishing priorities; but the responsible agencies will
need to make the final decisiuns about what actions to take.

Conclusions

The existing multiform system already provides substantial information on
vocational education. Improving national vocational education data requires
strengthening this system, rather than restructuring or dismantling it. The following is a
list of the final conclusions from this study that should guide future efforts to improve
national data collection for vocational education:

. It is important to maintain the distinction among the four functions of national
data described in the “Describing Context and Trends,” “Describing Program
Practices,” “Monitoring Program Compliance,” and ‘“Monitoring Program
Performance” sections of this report and to recognize that a uniform system
cannot meet all national data needs.

. It is important not to try to meet multiple objectives with a single data collection
strategy. For example, data collected for local program improvement purposes
cannot be used to produce national statistical estimates, and special studies
designed to assess local and state responses to the Perkins legislation cannot be
expected to produce information on the long-term impact of policy initiatives on
students.

. Careful attention should be paid to deciding when new data collection should be
institutionalized or when special one-time studies of vocational education are
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more appropriate. Similar attention should be paid to the extent to which local
and state providers are required to report, not just maintain, information on
vocational education. Data should be collected in the broader context of general

education where possible.

] With the exception of some compliance information, data on vocational education
does not need te be collected at the national level more frequently than once every
four or five years.

. The federal agencies responsible for collecting data on vocational education

should establish a formal system for reviewing the vocational content of national
surveys and studies. Furthermore, some sort of ongoing structure nceds to be
developed for addressing issues related to agency collaboration, timing,
definitions, and commmon measuring procedures. The Department of Education
may want to consider establishing a permanent advisory group similar to the
Professional Working Group assembled for this study.

. Efforts to refine the existing vocational education data system should be
integrated with other national data-related activities such as the movements to
develop teacher certification and business and industry standards.

. Efforts should be made to communicate to the broader education community the
types of information on vocational education that are available at the national
level and the sourc.s and locations of that data.

Producing good national data on vocational education is an ongoing challenge.
The history of congressional mandates to collect this data has been a series of attempts
that assume that uniformity can be obtained from an enterprise that is extraordinarily
diverse. In responding to the mandate of the 1990 Perkins Act, what is needed is not a
new independent, centralized vocational education data system. Much more desirable are
efforts to strengthen the existing multiform system. Information on vocational education
can be improved largely by concentrating on fine-tuning existing and planned data
collection with attention to improving timing, eliminating inconsistencies, and taking
advantage of low-cost opportunities to collect additional data. Also needed is an ongoing
process for identifying gaps in information and for deciding who is in the best position to
fill them. Finally, while data collection should remain decentralized, it is desirable to
increase the level of coordination within and among the responsible federal agencies.
This report offers general guidelines and strategies for piecing together a more
comprehensive picture of vocational education at the national level.
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APPENDIX A

DATA MAP FOR NATIONAL SURVEYS
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L
Tuble A}
Overvicw of Natasets Containing Vocational Education Data
Earliesv/ Perlodicity & Education Other
Latest Longltudinal/ Levels Data Etcmients and Approx Sample Size Samplc Voc
Database Data Crass sect(CS) Sec  PSE | Students Faculty Admin'trs Inst'ns Chars C
NAEP-survey 1969/1990 Annuvalbiennial (+)] X 30,000/grd | of some stds }Grd4:750; 8:600, 12:500 Pb/pe grd 4/8/12 Scins
NAEP-trans 1987/1990 Ev 4 yis (+) X 23.000 —_ -- 433 Pub/pei ged 12 Secc
HS&B-82 surveys 1980/1986 Longitudinal (+) X X 15,000 — 300900 1.000 Public/private PSi
HS&B-82 HStrans " 1982 Longiwdinal X 16,000 — — 1,000 Public/private Secc
HS&D-82 PSEtrans 1982/1986 Longitudinal X 6,100 — — 1,000 Firs1 4 yis out PSE ¢
HS&DB-80 surveys 1980/1986 Longitudinal X X 12,000 — 300-400 1,000 Public/private PS|
HS&13-80 PSEtrans 198071984 Longitudinal X 7.800 — — —_ Imm entnus/dyrs! PSE«
NLS-72 surveys 1972/1986 Longitudinal X X 22,600 — — 1,000 Public/private PS|
NL.S-72 PSEtrans 1972/1979 Loagitudinal X 14.800 — — - First 7 yeaurs out PSE ¢
SASS el/sec tchrs 86-87/87-88 CS/some long (+) X — 68,000 12,800 12,800 El/sec Pub/pri El/Sec:
NSOPF PSE [aculity 1987-88 CS 92-93 (+) X — 8,400 2,400 ‘420 Nonproprictary Main PS
SPEDS PSE instits 69-170/89-50 Annual {(+) X — —_ —_ 10,900 Universe of inst's Progs
IPEDS enrolldeg 1967/1990 Annual (+) X [ AN in schools — — 5,000+ <4 yrs—grad schs Deg/ce
IPEDS Occ-Spec 1987/1989 - Biennial (+) X | Allin progs — - 4,000 Less than 4 yts Encoll,
CPS Curr Pop Sur 196971990 CSlev 3-4 (+) X 58,000 — — — Civilian, nonins i1 takis
NELS-88 1988/1990 Long/bicnnial (+) X +) 24,600 $.200 —_ 1,000 1992 high schi sts Highs
NPSAS-PSE Ald 86-87/89-90 CSlev 3 yrs (+) X J4KMAIK —_ — 1,100 Has prpriewsy insts Maj
BPS-Beg Postsec 89.90/91-92 Longitudinal (+) X 7,900 — — 1,000 From NPSAS90 Major !
NIIES-Hshid Ed 1991 cs X 160,000 hshids - —_ — Individual participation in all ty
NLTS-Special E4 85-86/ Longitudinal (+) X (+) 8,000 —_ —_ 303 districts + 22 special ed schools Hig
NAVE-Corrections JuviAd-1993 ? X X ? ? 1:400/A:50 | 1:400/A:50 1: AlVA: Bargest Juve

— Data not avallable In this dalaset

(+) More data collection planned in luture

? Unknown until field tests and survey development
*Not analyzed
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Table A2

Quality and Type of Information on SEC. 421 (c{1) Aveas of Data Sets

Database ‘Teachess Administrators Students Facllitics Equij
NAEP Demos: math/science wches of sids Principal, school demos. Demos, attitudes, mathireading/ Types of science labs Numbes
>10% missing in 1990 grade § Missing >$0% in 1990 grades 8,12 sclence Hens, scores P'Cy in classtoo
No 1990 ged 12 wcacher vas
11S&1)-82 Senlors Al seachers: deinos, ficld, Principal. deinos, schivol clitate Deinos, ed, work, family history,  § Voc ed naming by 7 subjects occws | Voc ed Uaining u
Soph cobert nethods, sititudes Voc Ed. Courd. No courses by sub). siticudes 1980-86 in high school or elsewh fiagrustic micios |
HS&DB-80 Senlers Voc teachers; titne in imstnuction goals, uaining cval of iches Demos, ¢d, work, family history, — computer-coau
Senior cohort nwthods, finding jobs for use of tests, inst materisls sttitudes 1980-86 Yeas computes:
d tudent inf i voc ed complciers, sulconxs
NE.S-72 Scuiuss —_ - Doy, ed, wuik, family istory. —
wititudes 1972-36
SASS clsec tchrs Denius, tesclng exper, history, Ed backgroand. weaching ticld, Denos agg to school-tev only - -
ficld. pay, conditions, attitudes Jetnos
NSOPF PSE faculty | Demos, ed, field. experience, tasks, Dy dept & nst: denws, fanh of - - -
woikioads, benclits, altitudes fupt faculty tcaure, benefits
IPEDS PSE Inst - - : — Types of off.campus fucilities used -
IPEDS Libs/H laanc — — Demos, curiem enrolls, degs Libraries; library holdings Labouy equipmnt !
IPEDS Fall Staft Occ categosies, lenure, ol ficld Number by genket, tue —_ - -
IPEDS Occ-Spec — - Encoliments in some occ ficlds - -
> IPEDS caroli/deg — - Demas, Fenrollcd, degs by field - -
[\
CI'S Curr Pup Sur - Whether in voc ed, broad demos -
NEIS 88 Eng. Social Studics, Sci, Math School, stud. ichi chars, school Sth: demos, family, plans, tests §th: fauilitics for studem scrvices
seachers of sample: policics, prugrams, clivate 171 200: plus work, funt, sititudes 12th: voc ed scrvices, mot fucilities
Demos, hist, curricwlum
NPSAS-I'SE Ald - Curtent deinos, majors, finaid -
Undercount of < 4-y1 stinks
BES-Ueg Pust Scc —_ Deinos, ed, oce histoties. — -
majors, fiu aid 199092+
NUES-Thild Ed -- Demnos, type of adub ed progr, —
nujor, reasons, baricrs
. NI'TS-Special Ed -- School policics, programs, Fum bhgend, demos, education Disubled scrvices,
1 ? ;‘) size, practices, tcachicr support and work experiences, HS courses, not facilitics
servaces, (s, placeinent
NAVE:Currectivas ? Tistitation progrsny, lunding, Juventle: overali demos.encolfinent Jusemle ceusies Lacilities und
sefvives. teciviiism Adults: overall demos. Minmates prograins available

— Data not available in this dataset
7 Unkonwn unint fickl keats and survey development
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Table A3

Variables Useable for ldentifying SEC. 421 (c)(1) Population Characteristics

— Data not available in this datasct
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Datasets 1A Women Native Americans Handicapped LEP Eco. Disadvantaged
NAEP Excluded student file Excluded student file SES: Created from mother
Survey DSEX-Derived gender DRACE-Derived (X004201=1, 3) (XREASON=2, 3) fathes ed, reading materials
Race-cthnicity: X001807: ¥ student gets URBAN Usbanicity
Native Amcricans career ed in spec ed Urban/suburb/rural _
NAEP t.inked 1o NAEP Survey stanting in 1990 —> -
.1Secondary SEX-Derived gender DRVDRACE Daived HCFLAG §i handicapped URBAN Counun lype
‘Transcripts Race-ethnicity: HCTYPE-Handicapping big city/uihan hinge/
' Native Americans condition _ medium city/small place
11S&B-82 SESQ - Composite var
Soph SEX Gender RACE Race cthmcity HANDICAP- If handi- {IOMELANG Home in quartiles o
Survey Women Native Amcrican capped of in program language other than LISURBAN-Urbanicuy
English Urban/subus baw/rural K
HS&1-82
Secondary  {l.inked to 1IS&B-82 Survey - ——-——-- >
‘Transcripts
1S&B-80 SESQ - Composite var
Senlors SEXCOMP Gender RACE2 Race-ethuicity HANDICAP In handicap HOMELANG lome in quartiles o
Survey Women Native Anicrican program language othcr than HISURBAN-Urbanicity
English Urba/subwtban/rural | €
11S&B-80
Postsec Linked 10 {1S&B-80 Survey —_—— >
Transcripts
1980-84 _
NLS-72 . SES Comyposiic in quartiles
Survey CSEX Geader CRACE Race-ethnicily SRFQ9 If handicapped BQ88 is English the COMMUNIT Degreeof | o
Women Native American SRFQ10 Type of handicap primary kanguage? Unbanicity (SmallV/med/large
. L _ very large) K
NIS-72
I*SE Linked to NILS-72 Survey -« —— - - > BYSES Compaosite in |
Transcripts quantiles
1972-79 __ SR .
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Table A3—Contintied

Variables Useable for Identifying SEC. 421 (c)(1) Population Characteristics

Datasets 113 Single Parents Incarcerated Gender Equity Programs Minoritics Displaced Homen
NAEP Gender differences in | Race-cthnicity differences in
Survey -- semestcrs in math, sci; semesters 1o math, sci;
attitudes 1egaiding math atttudes 1egarding ath
and girls and math
NAEP Gender differences in Race cthnicity differences in
Secondary —_ - percentage taking courses,|  percentage taking courses -
Traascripls credits in couses, credits in couses
by programs by programs
11S&B-82 Gender differences in  |Race-cthaicity differences in]  Marital status hi:
Sophs Marital status — occupations occupations public assistance, w
Survey Dependents but just this cohurt but just this cohont dependents 1o 14
HS&B-82 Gender diffcrences in - |Race-cthnicity differences in
Secondary — - this cohort: percentage this cohort: percentage | Linked to US&B-82
Transcripts taking courses, credits in taking courses, credits in
courses, by programs cowscs, by progrums o
HS&RB-80 Gender differences in Ruce-cthnicity differences Maritaf status hi
Senlors Marital status - occupations in occepations public assistance, w
Survey Dependents but just this cohort but just this cobont dependents to |
10 1986 to 1986
11S&B-80 Gender differences in Race-cthniciiy differences in
Postsec Linked to 1{S&B-80 Survey — this cohort: percentage this cohort: percentage | Linked to HS&13 8(
Transcripts taking courses, credits in taking courses, credits in
1980-84 courses, by programs cowses, by programs _
NLS-72 . Gender differences Race-ethnicity differcnces Marital status hi
Survey Murital status - in occupations, voc cd | in occupations, voc ed fields] public assistance, w
Dependents ticlds, but just this but just this cohort dependents to |
cohurt tu 1986. L 10 1986
NLS-72 Gender diffesences in - |Race-cthnicity differcaces in
PSE Linked to NLS-72 Survey - this cohiort: percentage this cohort: percentage Linked to N1L5-72
Transcripts taking courscs, credits in taking couses, credits in
1972-79 courses, by programis courses, by progranis

— Data not available in this dataset
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Table A3—Continied

Variables Useable for ldentifying SEC. 421 (c)(1) Population Characteristics

Datasets 2A Wonien Native Americans Hiandicapped LEp Eco. Disadvantaged
SASS
(faculty) Gender [TSC319) Race [TSC320) —_ — —
American Indian.
Aleut, Eskimo
NSOPF
(faculty) Gender [F41) Race [F44) — — —
Awmnerican Indian,
Aleut, Eskimno _
IPEDS
Fall Women American Indian or — — —
Enrollment Atlaskan Native
IPEDS
Degree Woinen American Indian or - — —
Completions Alaskan Native
IPEDS
Fall Enroll Women American Indian or — — —
Occ-spec Alaskan Native
CcPs
Gender [ 18G1] Race [181) — —_ —
Native American
NELS-88 . In past progrm (HANDPAST Language in home SES composite [BYSES]
Gender {SEX] Race [RACE]} Current handicap, program: {BYHMLANG] SES by quartiles [BYSESQ]
Native American Parent report [BYHANDPR| Is LEP [BYLEP] GS8URBAN Urbanicity
‘Teacher report [BYHANDTR] Is lang ininority (BYI.M] Urban/suburban/rural
NPSAS
Gender Race [RACE] Disabled —_ Family background. Parent’s
1987 [SEX]} Native American 1987: {S82) education, occupation
1990 {GENDER] 1990:(DISABLTY]} Sce SES in Table All

— Data not available in this dataset
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Table A3—Continued

Variables Useable for ldentifying SEC. 421 (¢)(1) Population Characteristics

Datasets 28 Single Parents Incarcerated Gender Equity Programs Minorities Displaced tlon
SASS Partial defin
(faculty) Marital status {TSC323) — Gender {TSC319) Race {TSC320) Marital status |
Children {TSC324) of vocational teachers of vocational teachers Children {TS
Children ages [TSC325) Children ages {
NSOPF Gender [F41) Race [F44]
(faculty) — — by rank {F12] by rank [Fi2] ~-
by field [Fl6a] by field |F16a)
by full/pant-time [F4) by full/part-time [F4}
IPEDS
Fall — — Gender percentages Percentage nonwhite —
Enrollment by level, not field by level, not field
IPEDS
Degree — — Gender percentages Percentage nonwhite —
Completlons by degrees by prog by degrees by prog
IPEDS
Fail Enroll — - Gender percentages Percentage nonwhite -
Occ-spec by prog by prog
CPS Partial defin
Marital status [Q91A) — — — Marital status
Has children{Q14B] Has children)
NELS-88 . Percent gender by level and {Percent race-cth by level and
Mayital status — type of vocational courses | type of vocational courses —
Has childien (in transcripts in 2nd FU| {in vanscripts in 2nd FU) (cohort too y
(later surveys)
NPSAS Patial defis
Marital status {MARITAL) — Gender percentages Percentage minorities Marital status {M
Number of dependents (S79] by major by major Numbser of dejien

— Data not available in this dataset
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Table A4

Secondary-1.evel Vocational Education Variables: Program Participation

1987 Trans/Surveys Not Linked: 1990 Trans/Surveys Wil Be Licked Teanscripts and Surveys Linked NELSS8
Concepls and Indicators 1987 NAEP Transcsipt Study 1986 and 1990 NAEP Surveys 1982 HS&B Soph Transcripts 1980-86 HS& B Soph Surveys Sth grade Base-Year (1
Student Demographics
Gender Dertved gender {SEX) Student file derived geader {DSEX) Gener ISEX] Compusite Gender |SE?
Race-Fthnicity Derived race {DRVDRACE] Student fite-derived race IDRACE] Race-ethnicity [RACE] Compasite Race {RACT
Hispanic subgroups [HI1S
Grade Level Grade in 1985-1986 [GRADE] 1986: grades 3111 190 sophomes every 2 yisup in Aslan/Pacific race composiy
Moty Vth graders, range Tth 12th 1990 grades 478112 1086 1988 &th praders every twa 'y
Grade 12 and Beyond
tiandicap Status Handicapped or nut JIICFLAG) Only in excluded studgent file 1IS&B compusite varisble 1n past handicap progrem (HAI
Handicapping conditivn (ICTYPE] {ITANDIC AT hased on reports of Parent report of curent hand
handicap or pasticipation in teaning dis program [BYHIA
handicap pogiane Teacher report [RYHANT
SES - SES Cunpoite: Muther, father edoctn NS&R conymnite varishle SESQ| SES Compunite BYSE
[RONISDIA, BOOYAIA]L: Reading n quartites SES hy spunttiles (BYSE
materials in home [BIXKBOTA SA]
High School Geades Avg of student grades [STDGRAD), — From GPA on tanscript tudy of self- fa 2nd followup (199.
wid by Camegie units [CRSECARN] report if no uanscript (HSGRADES)
Student Graduation Status Student exril status [EXSTAT] - High school completion syi2y In 2nd fullowup (1992) an
(gradumed. in by mow, vo dipl. GED) followups

School and Community
Schnol Type

Schant Fnrollment

Utehanicity

Diploma cest. enrafled, dropout
Schont type [STYPE]

(public. private. Catholic. BIA)

Number of <tudents in 1985 [ENROULT |

[URBAN] Urban (big city)
wahurhan (urbaa fringe. medium city)
rural (small place)

Student file SCHTYPE]
School file [SSCHTYP)

Studeat file INSTUDA]

Schoet file ISNSTUDA)

Student file urbanicity [LUIRBAN]
Schoul file peicent urhan INCURAAN]

Schaot 1ype [HSTY PE=public}
(puhlic. private. Catholic)

Sthon) ital enollment

(SBIM2AL

Urbanicity [SCHURBAN]
nrhan, suburhan, rueal

Below: Grade § school infc
foltowups: Grades 10, 12sb
School control composise |G/
(public/Catholiclpdv fpriv. 1

Schoal total enroliment co
{BYSENRL}
8th grade enraliment {GR{

Utbanicity compoxite {GRL
urban. subucban. rur

indicates data nut avaitahle in thic datacer
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‘Fable A4—Continued
Secondary-Level Vocational Education Variables: Program Participation

rveys Linked

NELS1S

8-V
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Transceipts and Su

} $1h grade Base-Year (1

1967 Trnas/Surveys Not Linked. 1990 Tranv/Surveys Wil Be Linked

1986 and 1990 NAEP Surveys

1932 11S&B Soph Tramscripis

1980-86 HS&B Soph Surveyt

Concepts and Indicaters

Taking Courses
Student Participation

Course Detall

Program Type

Voc Program Categaries

Carnegie Units Earned
Course Detall

Pregram Type

Voc Pregram Categories
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1967 NAEP Transcript Study

Percent 1abing yonattonial cowises
Hsed below

Detated courses {CRSECSSC)

Usc secondary shand L2ronomy
0 growp CRSECSSC.
Acalemuc, vk stional. petionad

Use sexvadaly s houl lasvaviny
0 group CRSECSSC:
Consumes, ganersl, specsfic SLMP
Drtuled peogranis m § SI MP

Delailed cowses {CRSECSSC]
Camegic waits of cowrse {CRSECARN]

Use secondasy shod luxunumny

o4 of

Use secondacy schnd lasvaomy 0
group CRSECSSC, avg CRSECARR.
Consumer. ganersl. spen iic SLMP
Detailed progranuy ts § SLMP

10 growp CRSECSSC, avg CRSECARN.

P"eiccnt tading von aiteutad Lianses

bissed below

Grade 121 1990 number sems touk
ruud subjpcts, isbuding v ol
{BuntineA)

Grade 12 im 1990 aumber sems lok
Srand subjecus, including v of
{BOOTIO6A}

Pescent tabing Vo dnned Loutss

bised beluw

Secondary schinil azoaumy
Tukieg voc courses [ CTHA-C>0}

Secondary schonl L2aonomy:
Voxattonal tourses [CTUA, CTUE.
CTiICY)

Secundary shoud Wasosomy:
Consumet {CTUA] Genessd ICTHBY
Specific labor man.et prep ICTIIC)
Tea SUMP programs:
[C11C1.2.3.4.5.61.62.6) 64 7|
Fust ounses [CTHCO-DA)
Sovond cuuser: ICTICE-T)8)
Specray coutses. {CTHC(1-NC)

Secondary schoul lasusumy:
1 1uking vOC Cuniies, average crediis:
¥ (CTIA-C>0). sversge of {CTUHAC|

Socundary school tasonomy:
Viussional courses: [CTHA, CTHL,
CTIC}

Secundary school wsosumy:
Consemar [CT A} Generat [CT1IB |
Specific ki mates prep {CTHC)
Ten SUMP programs:
{C11108.2.3,4.5.61,62.6). 64 7)
Funt coutses {CTUCI-TIA)
Second counes: [CTHC(1-7)8}
Spevially cowrses. {CTHCO-NCY

Touk 4 course In vanous 0XC prep mcas

Percent tabmg vimanoial ciuines

nied bedow

IEYoA-FY&Q)

In | al 7 viauonad pivgrane [F19
A of coutsewenk in grades H-12m.
Busuwss. sabes {FY41)

Trade. dustey {FY 41 1M IHYIK]
(lier vix Lomnes [FY4 |

a1 of 7 vecdionad peogtann |FY2]
And of cosrsewink im grades 10-12 m:
Business. sades (FY4I].

Trade. indusuy [FY4IL s b JEYIK]
(her van cownes [FY 8]

Penci sabang vasibual con
uansnpls below

1n 2nd foitowup Schund Adini
Swevey: Peccentof 12k gran
vucaliunal progranis vs ge(
scademic. special ed , vihet p

1a Znd fullowup wanscripts

In 2nd followop Wanspts

18 2nd Lollowup Bansripis

18 2nd followup Uaaseiipt

10 2ad tolluwup Sanscripis

1a 2nd (iflowup MansLipls

— Indicascs data mat available ia this dataset
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Table AS

Secondury-Level Vocational Education Vartables: Student Outcomes (Linked to Vocational Education Enrollment or Course 1

1987 Traay/Sweveys Not Linksd; 1990 Traas/Surveys Wil Be Linked Ti and Sucveys Binked

NELSSS

Concepts and Indicaters 1967 NAEP Tranacript Study 1986 snd 1998 NAEP Sucveys 1982 HS&B Seph Transcripls

PSE Attendance

HS Gradustlon Status Suadcai exit watus (EXSTAT] —
Diploma, cen, sarviled. dropost

Type of PSE instiulion —_ —

Labor Market Participation — -~

Level of Employment -
(Pari-Tinwe, Full-Tlme)

6V

Hourly Wages

By Level of Employmest — —

Itigh schind graduaes {RESNLENT im
Teansaript Lile): {SY 12 in 2ndFU)

PSE institutions aticnded by 1984, 1986
*Scll-epunt: it enolicd i say PSE

beiwa 1982 and 1984 or 1986, and what
type(s): publpriv & W 2y¢. 2ye. ot Aye

Sia unthy wdicr Ty geasduation:
*Self-repwt; Entolted in PSE o that tine
oSeif-repont: Employmest o1 that sime
*Siatus: uneinplayed. FT (<3S hwes).
FT(35 Mo of ). st b Libox fuece

Sin awnthy afice e graduation:
*Seif-sepurt: Eatolied in PSE ot shat time
*Sel-report: Employment ot that sime
Average hauity salary by FT. FT
SOURCE: MER Ernpluoyment Spells like
and Encudlincat Speils file aad/oe
20diU swevey file

1980-86 1IS&B Seph Surveys Sth grade Base-Year (1

In 2ind anrd later follow

10 3ed wind fatee fuliow

In 20d and atee lollow

in 2nd andAater follow

In 2nd und lates folloy

— ndicates data nal available in this dataset
*Source: MPR Encoliment and Enployment Spells Files and/or Sccond and Third Follow-up Survey File

O
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Table A6
Secondary-1.cvel Vocational Education Variables: Special Populations
1987 Traas/Surveys Not Linked. 1990 Trans/Surveys Wil Be §inked Transcripts and Sutveys Lioked NELS88
Cuncepts and Indicators 1987 NAEP Transceipt Study 1986 and 1999 NAEP Surveys 1982 11S& B Soph Transcripls 198086 11S&B Soph Surveys 8ih grade Base-Year (1S
Gender
Women Dertved gemdet [S1:X] Student f1le densad pondes [HSEX] Candur |DEXE Congunade Gewdon [SE)
Race-Ethnicity Denved cace [PRVORACE] Student file denved 1ace [DRACE] Race ctharuy (RACE} Congnotte Race [RACE
Black Black, son-Hispasic Black, avm-1lispanic
Tlspanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Subgroups 1S
Natlve American Nalive Anxian Native Anwriean
Aslon American Asnian Anrican/Paciic b landes Astan Amcricaa/Pacitic Diades Astan/Pacific 1e cinmgunite
White Whate, aon-Hispanic White, soa-llispamc
Otbher Orhet Othet
Handicapped In past bt ap prog [IIANL
Handicapped Handw apped 1k aot [HICIL.AG) Only s exchnded studens f1le NS&H compuitie venable [IIANDKCAR] Pasent Repunt {BYHAND
Handicap Condltion Handscapping condiioa {HCTYPE] buscd 1m teports of haadicap o pansci- Teachet Repont {BY 1ANI
patton 3 handicap prograins
Econsmically Disudvansaged
SES SES Canpasne. Matlier, tathes educatn HIS& B compusne vanable |SESQL SLS congruante (BYSE:
[BOOISUIA, BUGIGDI AL Reading in yuattibes SES by quaniks [BYSE!
maserials in home [BOOISIA-SA)
in Special Programs - - I vartous s peogran 3o Ge 11 2nd FUL of in Talent Searchs |
{BBOIIA 110 Ge 12: (FY HAL Bound, i 1ahes proguasas in
Educadonaily Disadvaniaged
Academikc Ablllty Math, scrence. resding shuies. HS&H assersment seotes [14:51Q) Standardized compusite of re.
 yuaties math {BYTXCOMP). in g

ligh School Grades Avg of student grades [STDGRAD).
wid by Carncgis units {CRSECARN]
Home Langusge
English
LEP/Otbec than English - Enxcluded student survey | XREASON=2]
Single Purents -
Adults Need Retraining —
Displaced Homemakers -
Sex Equity Esttmacd geades balance in cohont. | Studeat mutudes tuward geaded & math Gendes balance in voc ed prograns,
Percems gender {SEX) of those wkiag  |19846: Ge 3 {S207103G). G 7{S202202B but just this cohort
ot keast one firnt, sexond, ov spevialized S2112081). Ge 11 {S2120021)
coues [CRSECSSU) in each program Ge TR 5202961 ShSU0t:)
1990 Ge MR HINIG)
Ge .12 [MELTNDBY
Incarceruted . .-

IMPRCOMPE-5. SRFCMPL'S.
REDVALI 5}

Feoat GPA on tansuupt study o selt sep
if wo trannetipes [HSGRADES]

Euglul {IIOMED ANG=4 LY}
Nom Engliuh JHOMELANG-1-3]

Maital statas (1Y 41§ snd histiey [TY 40
TYAICY . Chkdees [TY49-TYSIB|

Detesumned fron empled bisury
Detecnuned frm mar svat. emp hist

CGendes balunie 10 oLl upain,
it pust ths codumt

|BYTXQURT]. usher detailer
seadmg, arh. science o

(irades © ¥ {BYGRADS BY(
Giades Y- 12, 1 2l [ullowy

Language e lusne [RY 1IN
151 EP [BY1 V:P)
Is language misonty jHY

fn 15t and lates follaw

(Lot ) young)
{Lohert (i young)

Estunated gendes balancc o

Percent gendes §SEX] of W

varous berels & types of v

Conmaes [in tansci s 10 20d
12

— imhicases data mn availabic 1 (lus ddtasel
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Secondary-1.evel Vocational Education Variables: Vocational Teachers

Table A7

1967 Traaw/Surveys Not Linked: 1990 TranwSuiveys Wil Be Linked “Transcripls sad Sucveys §.inked NELSHS
] Concepts and Indicators 1987 NAEP Transcript Study 1906 and 1990 NAEP Sucvers 1962 HSAB Seph Yramscripts 1900-86 11S&B Seph Surveys Sih grade Base-Year (1
Teachers of siudeats Ia sample enly Toachars of seudeats in samg
Nu vinainmal se.a hels No wcational seachet:
Demographics Nosc 1990 No teaber wnto b Ge 12
§986: blash temhets ot Ge 11 studumts
Gender - Gemder [TiA0E ) Gendes (BY F) 1}
Race-Ethnkbity - Han € cthini iy [S00K101 Hae <tharaty jBY 1)
Age Age [Losal} Age |BYTS )Y)
3 yem iange of binkyed
> Educailona! Background
.:- Highesi Degree - Highest degrec [ HREI) Hhighest degree (BYT)
ot
Major Ficld of Study - Usdesgrad mupor sa naih JT07103] BA mayinia cach suby {BYT)
Pust-giatusis siudy in math [TU07203) BYTI_912| Gral maymin 1
{BYTI_10A1--BYTI_IC
Type of Credenila) — State cemli suon m mats | [HE0OUK) Type of caenlicate (BY]]
Certel tn ciuch swb) (BYT] J
Teaching listory
Age Began Tescbing Full-Tiane -
Years of Eapericnce Teaching - Yeaus ol (ol dmc scw bing (TS ) Yeaus of scahing (HY 1)
Current Teaching Status
$3eld of Teacking - Only math, ssem €. 1cading teabers of Only Laglish, naih, scem
sludcats in NALP sanple sucand shatiees scachess of NI
samplie ia S, 100 graes, m
macace W hes ba L2 g
ladicases dasa not availebie la this datasct i - .
143 144
O
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Secondary-Level Vocational Education Variables: Organization of

Table A8

Vocational Education Delivery System

1967 Trass/Surveys Not Linked: 1990 Traaw/Serveys Wil Be Lisked _Jrasscsipts sad Sucveys Linked NELSSS

Concepls and Indicaters 1967 NAEP Tromscript Stedy 1986 and 1990 NAEP Surveys 1982 HS&D 190086 HS&D Soph Surveys Sth grade Base-Yea

Types of Institutions
Scheool Type School type §STYPE} Studeat fike SCHTYPE| Sl sype (USTYPE] Schud contsol Compusite
(public, privass, Catholic. BIA) Schund Gits |SSCUTYP) (b, privase. Cahobh ) (public/Cubulic Jprivare/pe:
Programs Offered — - — 2ad Followup. il say ol 8
and progtams svailable 4

disuict
Lacallen of Courses - - - - 20d Followup Vi Couis
(mda high schoul. area
sctool, comamunlty ¢
Deflaltlon of Voo - - - - 2nd Followep. Liss ol &
Camgpleter (amaisiag credemtiad. con
sequence of courses. 061
cowrses o credits. Mink
snasiowem number of cows
— (ndicoms dotn 50t availeble in this datanst

sution of &

foe delivery of )

Notx: No sadenal S by
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Table A9

Postsecondary Level Vocativnal Education Varlables: Progiam Pacticipation

These uanscripts and surveys e hinked These &3
CPS - Oct 1990 PEDRS 1990 HS&B Sealer Cobert 1590 11S& B Senior Cohert NLS-72
Cencepts and tadicators Cutrent Pepulation Survey _Integrated PSE Dats System PSE T ripts (1964) Surveys: 1900, 82, 84, 86 PSE Transcripl Stuc
. Swvey:
Student Demographics Fall encllaw s {Fanis 112 £1)) From Second Folkowup (1984) Haona Thud Followup (1986) Fian Founth otlow g
Fopulation ‘wilin, auansutugonahicd (1T YPERF Essoll by type uf Thene who sieaded PSE by 1984 IInnse whis sttended I'SL: by 19%6 Those whe slichided 'S
Notla hegh schoul [M-$32) {Form EP Fall candinent i uccupalion
ally specilic pogrants. by prug, tace]
Geuder Gomlee [ 1801 1 acollments sepuaicly Lo oen, women Geaded (SENCOMEK 2031 L)
Race-Ethnkity Race [18Y) Eocallinenns by (ace cthincay Rauc cthnrity [RACE?)
Cnigen (18K] Blab Hupaw Neave Auc Astan An
Wiuie
Age Age (18013} Ewolluems by sce snd age Cab ulate age lion tanhdate.
(Ages. <18, 1819 2021,2224 25 [BIRTHMO, BIRTHDA, BIRTHYR]
29,30 34 35 39 40 49 30 64, 634)
Reglon Regoo [HE1AON] - Repsen ot tigh s tumit {1104V
Educationa) Altainment Highest grade aucaded [1BI1] Edutation anansent by cadisuivey
> (EDATTAIN]
[}
— Lo
W SES 518 quartites {SE5Q)
Parent's Education — - Patcin’s educakion [PAREDUCH
igh Schood P'rugram — it sednwdl progran [HB2)
Secondacy Vacatlonal Tunik any course in 20 vacational
Educasiion Courses Taken - - weas [BBUUSA Q)
Nuitibee of yrs of comses in: Business,
sales [ENURMITL, Trade & sdi ERUOAT).
Techmicad JEDIRMIE Ouber voc [EBIK)
1'SE Plans — 'S E: pass (PSP ANS]
Uabor Macket Pactkipation Eplayed, uncnployed. act i Libe e table AT
force (NILF) [A-MAIACT|
Employment level [A-1IRS1]
Full-iiome (33 40vs); Past-time (<35 hes)

1 147 14¢
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‘Table A9—Contlnued

Posisceondary Level Vocational Education Variubles: Program Participation

Type of I'SE Attended
PSE Enrollment
>
oy
| PSE Enoliment Level
Taking Courses
Cuarse DetalV/Taxenoiny

Progeam Type

Vocatlonal Program Calegorles

Credits Earned
Course Detal/Terenomy

145

Vecallonal I'tugram Calegories

Public o peavate A S 3L
2-year or 4-year coliege |M-S34)
Oudier types [M-S458):
Vocational. irade, kech, ue business
Enployer
Al vthet

Taking vocauunal counes:
Worklng soward degros {M-535].
Associsse (AA) occupational
Orher hicense. diptoma, of cenificaie
Taking sy business, vocsuonal,
wechaical, secreianal, uade, or
conespondeace courscs {M-$36)

Full ume os pacs nme (M S33)

Swvey:

Fall eornllowans (Fas 102 21 3]
Highest deghea attered 1001 EL R).
Less than | yeur. mwe thaa | yeus snd

Less than 2 years. more than 2 yoary
and less than 4 yeus. Asuxiaie Deg
{J EVELL L e>1than 2 yeuis
2 years or twuc. bess than 3 years
[CONTROL) Public. pravase son peatit.

_ These ranscripis and sutveys aic linked These uar
CPS-Ocl 19% IPELS 1980 HS& B Senter Cohosi 1980 HS&B Senlor Cohert NLS-72
| Cencepts and Indicatery Current Populstien Survey Integraled PSE Data System | PSE Tramscripts (1984) Serveys: 1980, 82, 64, 86 PSE Transcript Stud:

Instiutan typels) attended 1980 "
(INSTYPE) (Propriciary, privese scch 2
ye. public tch 2-yr, public 2-yr college.
pawvaie & yo. public 4 y1)

privaie, for pofie
[SECTOR] 1 evel & voutsal
cumbued
Entull by 1ype ul Coutses asempied for all types ol
PSE institiions
Credus carncy 10 Cousses 1 pubhic 2-y¢
1astiuaions
Courses atemptcd ot all fess-than-4.yrs
Courscs completcd st pub 2-y7 vsly
— Tasonomy fos ess-than-4-yr lasts:
6 digis cowse CIP code [CRSECIP]
Survey:
Fall ] | In ocCup My T y fon bess-than 4.y 1nsts
specific programs from course CIP cide [CRSLCIP].

Acadernic v3. vousiioas)
Taxomomy fof less tham4-yf insts.
from coursa CIP code {CRSL:CIP).

10 vocstional Course Calcgurics

Cuutses cuinpleted u1 pub 2 ye only.
Tasonveny fur less-tha-4-yT insts
Course CIP code {CRSECIP)
Coese credits pussible [CRSECRED)
Geade ieceived JGRADTYPE! type
[CRSGRADB}- suincric
{CRSGRADA] leuer
Taannomy ot Jess-thaa-4-yt 1nsts.
fom cosrse CIP cude [UCRSLCIP].
Acadeinic vs vouationst
Tarvwomy for less than-4-yfints
fom course CIP code {CRSECIP|

10 vix:aiional coune Caegories

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Fron Lot tleouph Thud Dilloweps

Tastite i type(s) sucnbed 19%) 86,
Kind of suhoot {HEIIBL. FEIBZ.

1'E338). FEIIB4, FEDIBS. SEISA,
SEIYA. SE20A. TE2IA. TE22A)
(vom atvanablinde 2-y0. 4 yv, wdeet)

Conuol of schoud (11336, FEIG.

FENIG), IFEIIGH. FE3XS, SENB.
SEI9L SE20B, TE21B, TE228)

{Public ur privaie)

Jusstonons aticaded (scc above)
Type of degree gual (soe below)

Feom Thad Followup (1986).
Full tine siadens of st [TE2LE,
TEDE)
Type o Jegree goal [TE2IN TE22M)
(Cen. degioe vic. T ye. 4-yr, e}

Field ol study (TE21G. TERG)
6 digh CIP code

Binstitutins Sppuls) aticade
[INSTYPE) (Vucsuosal, ¢
vicalionsl, public acsd 2

academic 4.yz. foceign

Cuoses attenpied fo o
PSE imsututions

Courses compleied. ceed
ot public 2-year imatel

Couses siernpied M Jess
Caowrses compleiad ot pul
Tanonomy fur less thea-
6 dogit comse CIP code {i

Taronumy for kess thun
fioim cowse CIP code {L
Acsdemic v8 voca
Taauaamy fur kess thas:
from cowse CIP cude i€
10 voustionad L 0urse €

Coutses cumpleied as pu
Tasanomy o fess-thar
Cumrse (TP code [CR
Course credius prasible (€
Giade teccived [GRAD
[CRSGRADB] av
{CRSGRADA] K
fuaunonty fos ks thas
fromiene CIP cuake (1
Acadeawe v3 vind
fauommmy log bess that
from coune CIP Lode |l
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Table AL

Postsccondary Level Vocatlonal Education Varlables: Studeatl Quicomnes

R These Uanscais and suiveys Me binked These M
CPS - Oct 1990 IPEDS 1986 §1S& B Senlar Cobort 1996 HSAS Senler Cobact NLS-12
Concepis snd lndicaters Current Populntion Survey Integrated PSE Dats System PSE Transcripts (1984) Surveys: 1909, 82,84, 06 |_PSE Traascript Siu
PSE Transfers
From Vec Ed t0 Other Uy 1936 from puble 2 yeat s oshet
tise. 1) type of PSE instinunions suendsJ
e §900 Huough 1980
Prﬂ‘fdll Complclian Swivey conpleiuny
Type of lastituwilon 1 evel of oliesugs (FORMTYPE] the 1) type of POE smutunon stcaded
Cli.4 yeu from 1980 dwough 1986
€2 2ihnwghbess than 4 yew
). ks than 2 yous
Level of cgices Put A degicos tchow WAUD. Cungleted degees and ceitsisses
Coteguases: bess-tun-1-year o by 1934
> 2 year theough bets-shan 4-year 1 eved of degroe snadying fur |SESSI.
1 Scpuaely by deprecs. S8, SE2N, TEZEI, 21H)
L._II‘ by gemder aind 1808 eihalaly (eenificae. 2 year. 4-yeas, other)
Conuui. publa vs prvaie [SECTOR) Complesed vs s [SEIS), SEIRS.
By bevel ol oiterngs SE20. TE218. 221)
alsos fist Fodkrwup vanablcs)
Type of Degrees Degeeeype fictd of study tretd of siudy of certific mes o degices
6 digis U 1P ey ove |SEISI, SEIYH, SE20H,
1£214. 226G}
& dogit CUI* coder
Labor Markel Participasion
Type of Emplayment - Eayluymen 1a 1982, 1984, 1956
Lugloyed, unempluyed. av i Lbw fsee
JFEIA-D), SESA-IK. TEJA-IK}
Level of Employtnent Employed fol Hine o part-ume
- (VE24A9 B, SLAIL. SEAN, SEN9L.
Hourly Wages SEXN. TEN. TES). TEHA, (ELIN}
By Level of Emplay it thouly wages. shimn by F1 ¥l enp
T E24ATR EEMEY, SEAD 39 NA L
fES LI HA L}
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE




91-v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table Al)

Pastsecondary Level Vocational Education Variables: Special Populations

These iaascripts snd suveys are linked These trans
CPS - Oxt £9% IPERS 1962 HSAS Senler Cohart 1960 HISA R Senlor Cobert NLS-T2
Coacepts and Indi ] Courrest Population Survey Integraied PSE Data System PFEE Tramscripts (1984) Survers: 1900, 82, 84, 66 PSE Transeript Study {

Program Pariicipation

Gender
Wemen

Race-Eihnicity
Black
Hispanic
Natve American
Aslan American
Whike

Handicapped
Handicspped
Slandicap Condition

Lconomically Disadvantaged
SES

t'ducationally Disadvantaged
Acadenidc Adliy

tigh School Grades

Home Language
LEP

Singls Parents

Adulis Needing Reiraining

Displaced Homemakers

Sex Equity

Incarcerated

Taking vocastonal comeses

See Table A6
Geades [18G1)

Race |18)). Esheucity (18K ]):
Black, son Hispanc
Hispaaic
Native American
Asian Amerces
White, son-Hispanw:

Marial Swdus (Q9LA]
Has naseralindupeed child [Q148)

Marial Swtus [QPIA])
(parual definition)

Surveys. earolimenss. complenons

Ovesall earudlineats

Womea, ten (pan of vanablc Auine)

Race cthaicity (pan uf vanabic name)
Black, aon Hispans:
Hispanic
Nauve Aastican
Asian Anconaa
Whise, aumt Hispani

Cuounes cticmnpied sad/uoc completed, aad cicdiny €atned

Gendes {SEXCOMP

Race ethaicity [RACEZ
Bluk

Mispamc
Nutive Amencas
Asan Amencan

White

Headispped. 1n handwap progiam
IHANDICAT)

HIS&D Cunynnute. 1n quastiles {SESQ)

HIS&8 Asxca el sk, in quatiics
ITESTQY)
1HSAB Composiee [HSGRADES|

Orthes than English {LIOMELANG)

Manual staius (FESS. SEST. TESI)

TES)]

Deicsnune from employ/cduc sty

Detesimune Lrumn mantal stal, enp hist

Gender badance ln voc ed pragisms
amung this cuburt

Gendes balwe th vam ed Progs cues
smmg die Cobunt

Chibiren (FES2. FE62A, SES6, SEGSA,

Cuurses sttenpted and

Giender (CSEX]

Raue tthaicay [CRAC
Slack
lispanic
Native Amesnan
Asian American
Whie

Base year SES compostic [B

Base yeu kel e Catcgu

high, low, suddic [BYTE

Gendes balance s vou ed pre
s cidurt only
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Table A12

Postsecondary l.evel Vocational Education Variables: Vocational Teachers

These transctipts and surveys ae linked

Concepts and Indicators

CPS - Oct 1990

IPEDS

1980 HS&B Semlor Cohort

1988 HS&B Senior Cohort

Curreat Population Survey

Integrated PSE Data System

PSE Transcripls (1584)

Surveys: 1980, 82, 34, 86

Types of Institutions

Demographics — -

Gender
Race-Ethuicity
Age

Educational Background — -
Highest Degree
Major Fleld of Study

L1~V

Current Teaching Status — -
Fleid of Teaching

Teaching Time
Tenure Status
Academic Rank
Salary

Teaching History - — —
Age Began Teaching PSE

Years Exp Teuching PSE

o 155
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Table A13

Postsecondary Level Vocational Education Variables: Organization of Vocational Education Delivery System

These transcapis and surveys ase linked

CPS - Oct 1990 IPEDS 1980 §S&B Senior Cohort 1980 HS&B Sealor Cohort
Coacepts and Indicators Curreat Population Survey Intcgrated PSE Dala System Postsecondary Transcripts Surveys: 1980, 82, 84, 86

Types of P'SE Institutions

81-vV

Programs Offered

Degree. Awarded

Survey upstitubonal hatactensics
PSE insntutions ulfering vocawonal
education [PEQHSTR] and:

4 year, public & private
UBLICTH PUBLICY, PRIVATL2| and
{1 EVELS-LEVELL1)

Public 2-year:
[PUBLICI-PUBLICY} and
{LEVEL 3.1 EVELA]

Public vucational-technical
{PUBI IC1-PUBI 1C9} and
{LEVELI-LEVEL2|
Private peuprictary { PRIVATEL} and
{LEVELL-1 EVELA]

Private less-than 4-year (PRIVATE2} and]
{1 EVELL-LLVELA}

NOLL. Vanables above = 1 of blank
Include in above groups if=}
By stute (STABBR]

6-digat ClI* code of 3 largest programs
|CIPCODEL, CINCODER, CIPCODE3]

Sce Tahle A7 Student Outcomes:
Prograin Completion

ERIC
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Table Al4

NPSAS Postsccondary Level Vocational Education Variables: Program Participation

0

Concepls and Indicators

NPSAS

1987

1950

Student Demographics
Population

Gender

Race-Ethalcity
Age
Reglon (By Statc)

Educational Aftalmncnt

Dependency status

SES

Pareat's Education
High Schiood Begree Type
Highost Education Eapedtcd

Labor Markel Participation

Students tn alt types vl PSE tnsututions
in undergrud, graduate, first-peof progs
Sampled Ocrober 1986 only

{raodet {SEX]
Rae cthnicuy |[RACE]
(Nauve Am, Astan, Bluck aot Hispanie,
Hapame, White mxt Hispanic)

AgelAGL )

Student’s ko al tesidence stae {REOCALST)
Student s legal resident stase [RPERMST|

Cuucnt acadennd level [R21a]
(Hindergead 151 yeas, undeigrad otlice.
post bac Ist prof. mussers. doct, other)

Unides graduaie yeus |S36)

Depeadent i independent financially
from paremis {R25)

Famity background

Studcists t b 1y pes ol PSE inststotions
in undergiad, graduae, first-prof progs
Sampled throughowt year 1989-90

CGiender GLNOLR]

Rue cthnicity fRACE]
(Nauve Ain, Aswan, Black aot Hispanic,
Hhpame, White mot Hspanic)

Ape JAGL]

Studen’s haad state (L IPLDS st 10D
Student 3 lega) 1esident siate HOMSTATE)

Cuttent & adesue fevel §Q291
(Undergrad 13t year, umbergrad othicr,
pust-bsc 131 prod. niassers, duct, wrher)

Undergraduae year {UGRDLVLIY

Deprndent o mdependent hinancraly
fiown putents [DEPEND)

Fauuly b bgiound
Fued dent At 1 5

Fur dependems and indepead 4
separniely. Use: Dependent studeat’s
income {DEPINC], Parem’s education
§59v_1.599_2). SElscaces of
pucnls wcupations {SONDE.SYBCDE)

Parcnt's highest cducation

[High ok S99_1, 599_2)

High s bl diptona type
INSCHDEG)

Mighwest educatton capecicd
{545)

Waking fur pay ot nuot
{518 nas $46)

separately. Use: Dependemt siudemt’s

income [DEPINC). Pacent’s education
[FATHEDUC MOTIREDIC). SEI scores ot
parc's w Ca| SOCDADY, SOCMOMYGY

Parcon s Jughiest educ atius
HEAREDUC)

Thgtos ol deplinna type
HISOEG)

highest cduc atson capected

{EXEDCOL.}

Waenbing fug pay o man
{LMYIAT)
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‘Table A 14-continued

NPSAS Postsecondary Level Vocational Education Variables: Program Participation

NPSAS

2.1

Concepis and Indicators

Type of PSE Attended

PSE Enrollment

PSE Enrollment Level

Myjor Program Ficld

Peograin Type

Vocational Program Categorics

Level and conuat [VTYPE)
(Private aot for-peofit 4-ys, Public 4-yr,
Privaie aui for-profit less-than 4-yeas,
Public 2- 10 3-year, Public viricch,
Progniciary)

Warking laward degree/ien {S4]
(Cest/awadd, Diploma. A s,
Buchelor's, Pust-Bacc, Masier's, Doct,
Farst-Professional, Undecided, Other

Foll wue of pan e {ATTNSTAT]

Major o« field of study
[MAJCAT]) (2-digi CIP code)
1S37CDE) (6-digh CIP code)

Clk br students [R20A ICDE] (6 dig)
Credu students {RZIFCDE] (6 dight)

Agnculiure, business und olface,
warketing and disuibation, health,
home f Lol oo nti
usdes and industry, undefincd
vucaional

Level and connud JOTCONL
(Prvaie not-fus-profit 4-yr, Publc 4-yr,
Private s for profit bess than 4-yeu,
Public 2- 10 3 year, Public vu tach,
fopactay)

Waorktug tow ad degtedeen [PROGIYP |

(Cect/uwird, Drplumu, Assoviate’s,
Bachekx's, Pust Bace, Master's, Doct,
Fiost-Protessional, Undecided, Other

Full unx o pait ume [ATTEND)

Major i ticld of study [MAJORS)
(2-digit CIP coie)

Aginultuie. businesy and uitue,
markeirig aad distnbution, healih,

home technical ek
udes and industry, undefined
vocatinad
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Table ALS

NPSAS Postsccondary Level Vocationa) Education Varlables: Special Popululions

by

-

NPSAS
Concepts and Indicaluss 1987 1990
Program Farticipation
Gender Gendes [SEX] Gender [GENDER]
Wemen {SEX=2} {GENDER=2]

Race-Ethnicity
Natlve American
Asian American
fitack
Hispanic
White

Handicapped
Handicapped
Handicup Condltlon

Economically Disadvantaged
SES

Educationally Disadvantaged
PSEGPA

Single l'arents

Adulis Needing Retraining

Displaced Homemakers

Sex Equity

Incarcerated

Race cthimctly (RACE]
IRACE-1)
[RACE=2]
{RACE-=)]
{RACE-=4}
{RACE=5}

Disabled o not [S82]
Type of disabiticy [$82]
{Physwal. lcarning. maluple, nunc)

Fanuly background
For dependet aad independent stud

Race ctlinienty (RACE]
IRACE=1}
|RACE=1}
|RACE=3{
[RACE-4}
|RACE=S)

Disabled w aui (DISABLTY)
Type of duabslity [DEAFNESS, SPLECH.
ORTHO. VISUAL. HEALTOTN,
1 EARNDIS]

Famly bachground
For dependeat and independh .

.2

separsiely, Use: Dependent Studeal’s
income [DEPINC]. Parent’s education
(S99_1.599_2). SElscoces of
pascat’s w.cupations | SY7CDE SYSCDE]

1SE grade punt uvatage [VSTDR210]
(fur coadis bous siudents oaly)

Muacua! statos [IMARITAL |
Numbet uf dejendents [S79]

Paruial detiniuon:
Mantal siatus {MARITAL|
Number of depeadems {319

Pcrcent gender{SEX |
of major [MAICAT)
by studeat acadenuc level [R213, $36)

separately. Use: Depemdent siudemt’s

lacome [DEPINC]. Pasem’s educsinm
[FATHEDUC MOTHEDIKC], SET scues ot
paiend’s e SOCDA DX, SOCMOMINY]

ISk grade pondt avetage [Gil'AL

Masital status (MARTTAL, NUMOES]
Number of dcpendeau [NUMDEP)

Fanial detinmon:
Musnal sstus MARITAL )
Number of deperients [NUMDEP |

Pereent gendesiGENDER]

of imagw |MIRCODE}
by siudent ucadeniic bevel (UGRDI VIS
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1.

Status of data
automation

Secondary-level data relevant
tovocatonal education are col-
lected by severai differentagen-
ctes within the Caltfornia State
Department ofEducanon. Gen-
erally, these data are submit.
ted to the state on handwritten
standard paper forms or on
bubble forms for etectroruc
although somecoun.
tes/districts submitthetrdata
on floppy disk ormagnetctape.
Therecetvingagencyinputsthe
data into it database. Mostof
the data are submitted in ag-
gregate form for individual
schools. districts. or counties,
but can be iinked across data-
bases using urnuque school-
district-county codes. The only
studentrecord tnformasion cot-
lected at the state jevei is for
students with disabuities.

Colorado has an automated.
integrated. studentrecorddata
system thatinciudes both sec-
ondary and posisecondary
tnformation. Districts submit
studient records to the state on
a diskette or tape using a soft-
ware program developed by the
state. Severai years back. the
Colorado Community College
and Occupational Educaton
System (CCCOES) provided a
personal computer for every
district tn the state: currently.
every district but one has a
woriking computer. Thustesch-
er3 or schools enter the data
onto the computertred data col-
lection form.

Idaho does not maintain stu-
dent record systems at the
state level. Local secondary
agecies repoct data to the
State Division of Vocananai
Education on paper forms.
These are then entered into
thestate's data system. which
maintains aggregate dataon
cach agency. Atthe locallevel,
the extent of automanion var-
ies among secondary agen-
cies. Types of sysiems differ
amonsg schoois districts. and
even among schools within
districts.

2.

Levels of
vocationsal

coursetaking

California makes a distinction
between advanced and intro-
ductory occupational pro-
grams, which are admrustered
by different agencies withtn the
Department of Education. Ad-
vanced 0Ccupatonai programs
are admitntstered by the Ca-
reer-Vocationai Educaton Di-
vision (CVE) and are offered
through Regional

Centers/Programs (ROC/Ps).
ROCsaretheequuvalentofarea
vocational schools. while ROPs
offer advanced occupational
courses tn regular high schools.
ROC/Ps serve voth tugh schootl
students and aduits tn the same
classroom. although the dis-
tiaetion (s drawn between
ROC/Ps serving adults and
adult education vocationai pro-
grams. The latter mav be of-
fernd by ROC/Ps. counties.

ary education ang are offered
as part of the regular high
school curniculum.

{n Colorado. vocational enroil-
ment (s counted by the num-
ber of students tn an occupa-
tionaily spectflc vocational
course. Pre-vocational courses.
suchas career exploration. are
not inciuded as being occupa-
tionaily spectfic.

programs are those approved
by the State Division of Vo-
cational Education for voca-
tional retmbursement (l.e..
statecategonical funding). The
category includes consumer
home economics and teen
parenting ciasses because
these are eligible for state

These inciude exploratory
classes and general skiils
classes such as Typing |.
Introduction to Business
Computers. and General
Welding. These classes arc
not currently eligible for vo-
cational formula rexmburse-
ment due to lack of state
funds.
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3. Ablility to provide | The CVE coliects annuai en- | Colorado has a student record | Idaho can provide undu-
duplicated and roliment data from each ROC/ { data system at the state level. | plicated counts of enrollment
unduplicated P. Total enroliment is reported | thus has the flexibility to ag- | in programs by two-digit CIP
counts for each course. and is broken | gregate and re-aggregate the

a. of all students

down for high school and aduit
students. Although students
taiking more than cne ROC/P
course would be double-
counted by CVE (n a total en-
rollment count for the state.
ROC/P administrators believe
it i3 rare for hugh school stu-
dents to enroll in more than
ane of their courses in a given
year. inaddition to CVE enrolil-
ment counts. the Californta
Basic Educational Data Sys-
tem (CBEDS] collects annual
enroliment data for secondary
educadon from each county
andschooldistrict. Sincecoun-
tes are the responsible fiscal
agents tn California, they pass
funds for secondary education
through to the school districts.
Some counties aiso admintster
educationai . such as
aduit education and ROPs.
CBEDS requires that each
county and school district in
the swate reports enroliment
at the school level in the voca-
tonai education programs it
offers. Counties are directed
aot to dupiicate counts for
students concurrently enroiled
in a school district. and coun-
ties and school districts are
not supposed to include ROC/
Ps in thetr enroliment counts.
(However. it is uncermain to
what extent countues and
school districts independently
offer advanced occupational
courses that are not part of
ROC/Ps.} Only the wtal num-
ber of students enrolled in
county/district vocational edu-
cation is repocted on CBEDS
forms: no spectfic program or
course enrollment information
s given. Course enrotiment
data ts also avalable from the
CBEDS facuity assignment
forms: however. thesedata pro-
duce duplicated counts of stu-
dents enrolied in vocadonal
education if aggregated across
courses,

data to provkie unduplicated
enrollment counts of students
both within programs and
amonyg programs. Programsare
definedt atthe stx-digit ClPlevei.
and students are assigned to
programs based on thetrcourse
enroliment. However, in cases
where the student s encolled

code only. Locais are told to
count a stiudent only once.
Students are counted first
in spectfic labor maricet pro-
gramas. While there are no n-
structions tolocais about how
to haxdile 2 student enrolled
in more than one two-digit
speaific labor market pro-

mariket programs only if they
are not ensoiled in spectfic
labor market programs.
{dahoatso collects duplicated
enrollment counts by stx-igit
code. It does so by asking
{113tructors to report enroil-
ment in each class assign-
ment by ciass code. The
{nstructor reports actusi
enrollment for the first
semester and estimates
enrcilment for the second
semester {or in some cases
the second and third se-
mester for places using 2
trimester}. These ciass en-
roliments are reported by
total only: there is no at-
tempt to distinguish by
race. sex. or special need,
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Kentucky has an automated
student record system at the
state level. Movement toward
automation is occurring
within the Kentueky Tech
system (encompassing the
state-run secondary area vo-
cational centers and the
postsecondary vocationai-
technical schools). Four of
the Kentucky Tech sites have
been computerized as part of
apiotprogram. Attheseptiot
sites. student data are en-
tered {nto the on-iine system
at the local school. Student
data for secondary school stu-
dents are passed to districts
on paper forms for districts to
input.

The Michigan Department of
Education has developed an
electrontc data system for coi-
lectton of secondary voca-
tionai data at each individual
schoot district. The depart-
ment expects this system. the
VEDS Micro-TURBO system,
to be fully impiemented at ait
districts by June 1993, Cur-
rently. this system reports
data for roughly 85 percent of
all vocatonal enrcilments,
Once fully operational. the
system wiil factiitate direct
downioading to the state from
each individual district. In
the past. data have been
passed along to the Career
Educadon Planning District
(CEPD) for editing and aggre-
gation, then given to the state.
The newsysteminciudes{i)a
statewide student-levei record
system. (2) vocauonal pro-
gram files based upon course
sections and CIP program
classifications. and (3) a stu-
dent-section linkage code to
facilitate analysis of students
in sections.

Rhode island has been abie to
operate on a system of paper
documnents because of its smail
size. However. i1t is planning to
implement a computertred sys-
tem n all the area vocatonal
schools tn the coming yesr or
two. The current mode of infor-

They are charged with meettng
with students. filling out tnfor-
magon. and mamntaining and
updatng student vocational
records, After information 18
coliected. the student data
sheets are passed along to the
state MIS deparunent for data
entry. The system remains at
thestudent record levei even at
the state,

A recent study by the Na-
tionat Governors’ Assocaation
found that amajority of states
{twenty-six of thirty-two sec-
ondary agencies responding
to the survey) have a central-
fred vocational MIS system,
generaily indicating that a
single automated entity re-
cetves hard copy or eiectrons-
cally tranamitted data from
local educatton agenctes
{Amico. 1993).

Kentucky counts students
enrolied in both gainful and
non-ganful programs. The
state provides broad gutde-
iines for which programs

shouid be counted in which | alf

category. For exampie, agri-
culture production shouid
be reported on the ganful
roster, while agniscience ex-
ploraton should be reported
on the non-gainful roster; all
technical programs are sup-
posed to be reported on the
gainful roster. However, for
business. the gawnful/non-

Michigan makes a distinction
inits student vocational enroii-

notmics programs. Counting of
student enrollments at each of
these two separate leveis s
done differently.

Virtuaily ail vocational students
take their courses at the area
vocational schools. which are
located withinn each school dis-
trict (except for one schoot that
is independient), Because Rhode
Island has a very strict defini-
ton of vocationai programs, and
because the state prefers all
vocational programs to be of-
fered at the area vocational
schooils, the regular academic
schools usuaily do not apply
for vocational status and fund-

the only data for “gainfui® pro-
grams that are collected by
Rhaode island are for those pro-
grams offered at the area
schoois. A small portion of to-
tal vocationai students en-
rolled at the area centers are
adults. who take courses In
the evening (sometmes dur-
ing the day). Data regarding
adults are collected througha
separate system.
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{nformatton on gatnful
courses and students is
avatiable in individual stu-
dent record form. Thus. at
thestateievel, whetheratthe

wiuch program will be reported
are as follows: esther (1) the
most recent vocational course
enrodled in: or t2) if enrolled at
the same ume. the course with
more contact hours. If all is
equal, the student should be
asmgned to 2 program by a
school admirtatrator. Also
withtn wage eaming, distine-
tons are made between ninth
and tenth grade enroliments.
and eleventh and tweifth gracie
enroliments. Within non-wage
earning. all students are
counted in the same

and asstgned to the same pro-
gram. Home Economics
20.0101.

Rhode isiand is able t0 provide
undupiicated counts of all sec-
ondary vocational studentsen-
rolied at its vocationai centers
by program and CIP codes.
Theoretically. its system shouid
provide undupiicated counts
on a current basts. because
information ts contnuously up-
dated throughout the year on
varnous forms. Three sets of

form ts used to upcdate status
changes of ail vocatonal stu-
dents. including program
compietion. transiers outof the
program. drop-outs. and move-
ment out of the commyunity.
Thecongiomeraton of thedata
from these three forms pro-
vides the universe of all stu-
dent enroliments in vocational
educaton programs.

{n practice. it is probable that
the updates are not absolutety
current because the jocal
school and state MIS director
indicated that there was not
enough time. resources. or in-
centtve for the schoois to keep
updating files throughout the
yesar,

Adult vocational educationdata
are collected compietely sepa-
fate from the traditional sec-
data. Total aggregate undup-
ilcated student counts and
duplicated counts of the varn-
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Abﬂltytomﬂde ROC/Ps report to CVE the{ Once the spectal in spectic labor mariet pro-
duplicated and number of males and females. | information has beencoilected. | grams. unduplicated enroll-
und brokendownby unduplicated counts of special | ment {8 reportad by race-
counts of mmm&ummm population enrailment within | ethnicity by sex. Additionally.

asweil as total numoer of | programsand among programs { theressa
students disacdvantaged (economicailyor | can be extracted from the students. iimited English pro-
b. by demographic academicaily), handicapped. | student record database. The | ficient students. and disad-
° and special and imited English proficient { difficuity encountered is not in | vantaged students. Also there
group (LEP! students in each course. | the use and quaiity of the data. | are separate counts of enroil-
Popuiation Status| L o oo ycaced above. these butn the sdentification of spe- | mentn grades 9. 10, 11. and
enroliment data produce po- | cial popuistion students. The | 12. For general labor market
tenttaily dupiscated counts of | avalable data are fine. but the § programs. enroliment 1s re-
studeats when aggregated | probiem lies in the information ported separately by sex. Ap-

across courses. County/district
CBEDS forms report the total
nunber of male and female
students who are enrolled in
vocational education. broken
down by race-ethnucity. How-
ever, no mfonmation {s avail-
abie on special popuiations 1n
vocationai educaton. Facuity
report the number of maje and
female students enrolled in
each of thetrcourses.

oomofun;lepmnu'
displaced homemaicers.

4. Students included
in exnrollment
counts

Only those high school stu-
dents attending an ROC/P
courseor twenty hours or more
in a given year are inciuded tn
the enroliment counts repocted
to CVE. The CBEDS count of
students enrolled in vocattional
education tn county/district
schools and programs tnciudes
all students in grades seven
through tweive,

All high school students that
are enroliled in an occupation-
ally specific vocational course
are tnciuded in the enroliment
count.

Secondary counts include ail
students {n grades 9-12.
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Kentucky can aggregate and
re-aggregate data on ganful
students by their special
popuiation status because of
the state’s ability to soct by
individual student record.
However. non-gamtul program
counts of special popuiatons
are undupiicated within type
and program. but are dupl-
cated between types of spe-
ctal popuiations and among
programs.

Michigan reports unduplicated
numbers of wage earmung stu-
dentenroiiments (at all grades)

unduplicated counts of ninth
and tenth, and eleventh and

collects total counts of stu-

dents of the followtng types:
handicapped. limited English
proficient {LEP). and aduits.
However, thesearenotcoliected
by program tvpe. and dupiica-
ton can resuit Tom one stu-
dent having muitiple speciai
charactenistics. in the new
VEDS system (implemented
within two years). new felds
will be inciuded to assess
unduplicated counts of aca-
demtcally disadvantaged.
handicapped. single parents
and displaced homemakers.
LEP students. and criminal of-
fenders.

The state i3 able to provide
total unduplicated counts of
secondary students by program
by some demographic charac-
tertstica, but only duplicated

. | counts by other charactens-

tics. Regarding gender. race-
ethueity, and age, the state
can provide unduplicated
courts by program. However,
in regarcis to the spectal popu-

. | lations. (academicaily and
disadvantaged,

Given the capabilities of an
integratad individual student
record system at the state
level. vocational enroiiment
counts can be aggregated in
many different ways. in
countng secondary voea-
tional students. Kentucky
currentty considers second-
ary students in postsecondary
vocational programs as sec-
ondary students. and counts
them as such.

Counts of enrvilments and
compietions in vocational pro-
grams incluce counts of atypt-
cal students. For exampie.
adults are inctuded in counts
of eleventh and tweifth grade
enroliments and completions.
Also, secondary stuaents that
arcenrolied ina postsecondary
program are counted by the
district that recerves the retm-
bursement for the program.
And, {n cases wiere students
are enroiled {n vocatonal pro-
grams within other districts.
there are specific instuctions
to allow for the students to be
counted only once—where they
are enrolled.

This system is very clear. de-
fined. and stratghtforward. As
a consequerce. there ts no
confusion about who s in-
ciuded in the enrollment
counts of secondary voca-
tional programs. Aduits are
exciuded. Only those students
enrotled in state recognized
programs (those otfered at
area schools) are included.
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5.

Timing of

count and data
collection

ROC/P enroilment data are
tallied at the end of each schoot
year for the entre year. In
contrast. CBEDS enroilment
dataarecollected on thestate's
Informaton Day. 2 specified
day tn October. and only fall
earoliment data are collected.

Districts have to report the
data to the state tn May: how-
ever. theexact data coilection
dates are jeft to the discretion
of the locsl districts. The gen-
crail process secras to be that
teachers ask stuaents to com-
plete a data coilection form
on the first day of each term:
the teachers then have the
responstbility for entering
these data into the system by
April, so that the districts can
submit the tape or diskettes
to the state by May.

Undupiteated counts are
made after the swart of each
semester and are reported tn
February or March.

6.

Definition of
gram
completers

CVE defines commiletersas stu-
dents who bzve met ROC/P
course objectives, that is. they
haveacquired the sicils deemed
necessary foremployment. and
are no longer enrviled in the
course. Californta secondary
education does not define
completion for those students
partictpating in vocational edu-
caton outsxie of ROC/Ps.

Secondary saxients who com-
pleted a defined sequence of
courses in occupaticnally spe-
cific programs approved by the
state are conaidered vocational
cotapleters.

At the secondary {evei. a pro-
gram compieter {s defined as
follows: (1) for agriculture,
bustness. marketing. and
trade and industry programs,
a compieter i3 one whw has
compieted 75 percent of the
total approved course se-
quence: {2) for heaith occupa-
dons. a completer is one who
has compieted two semesters
ofthe heaith occupations pro~
gram: {3) for occupationsi
home economics, a compieter
is one who has compieted two
semesters of the occupational
home economics program: (4}
for teenn parenting. a compi-
eter is one who has paruci-
patedin the program and who
has graduated from high
scheool. in at least one of the
secondary districts we vis-
ited. local offictais said they
couid not accuratety count
program compieters.

1dentification of
special popuia-
tions

Economically
disadvantaged

screening
determined by the ROC/P.
State guideiines suggest that
economically disadvantaged
students be wentified based
on parucpanon m school lunch
programs. work-study pro-
gmma, or family parucipation
in AFDC,

Economicaily disadvantaged
status (s determined by eligt-
bility for free or reduced-price
lunch.

Definition is dertved from the
Perkins regulations.
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Enroiiments are reported as { Unduplicated enrollment and
of October ). and are updated | compietion counts are taken

at the end of the vear.

once annually at the end of the
academte vear on June 30.
Duplicated counts of enroil-
ment are taken four times
throughout theyear, twiceeach
semester,

The forms for new and retum-
ing students must be compieted
and returned to the state de-
parument by October 1. Butthe
state reported that there ts a
strong tendency for schools to
be late In submitting the forms.
Reports are turned around and
given back to the schools by
mid-year. Theoretcally. the
student status change forms
are supposed to be compieted
within one week of any change
in a student’s status in a pro-

‘gram. However. a3 noted ear-

lier. this usuaily does not oc-
cur so promply.

The formal definition of a{A program completer is some-
compieter 18 a student who { one who (1) s an eleventh or
successfully compietes a{tweifth grader (or aduitl. (2) is
speciied end "DOT” (Le.. set | reported as enrolled in a voca-
of competencies) tn a ganful | tional program (defined as a
program. However. theachool! | sequenceofcourseswith aspe-
districtvisited mentoned that { cific vocational goal), and ¢3)
students who compieted two { has compieted the program ac-
years of the vocational pro- { cording to the criterta of the
gram and graduated from high | locai district.

school were constdered
compieters even if they did

not attain the exit DOT.

Program compietion is stmply
defined as successiid compie-

mudueomplauuhllmey
fill out a change of program
status formn indicating success-
ful program compietion. or (2)
mpﬁmmwm

whitle enrolled in a vocationai
school. which wouid usuaily

signify program completion.

The only discrepancy in this
system would arise when stu-
dents fulfill thetr high school
graduation requirements. but
do not fulfill their vocational
objectives. [n such cases. the
schooisshould flll outachange
of status form. indicating that
the student has dropped out of
the vocational program at
graduation. However. it is pos-
sible that some students are
inciuded in these compietion
counts, even if they did not
fulfill thetr vocationai obfec-
tves.

A recent study by the Na-
tonal Governors' Association
found that the definition of
program compieters differs
ACTOSS states and across jocal
education agencies within a
state {Amico, 1993). For ex-
ampie: (1) Alabama defines a

“program compieter” asastu-
dent who finishes a planned
seqUENCEof Courses. 3eIvices.
or activities designed to meet
a vocatonal objective that
teaches entry-level job siills,
whether or not the student
graduates: (2] Georgladefines
a “program completer” as any
student who graduates and
hastakeniatlcast threediffer-
ent courses in a singie voca-
tional program area: and (3)
the District of Columbia de-
fines a “program compieter”
as a student who has fnushed
all of the required skills and
met all of the ieveis of compe-
tencies in a program resuit-
ing in receipt of a vocational
program certificate.

Economtcally disadvantaged
students are determined by
eligibtlity for free and reduced-

price iunch.

Economic disadvantages are
defined by the state in two dif-
ferent ways.

1. Thestate uses onedefind-
tion for aliocating Perkins funds
to the local education agencies
(LEAs). This formuia, which
‘wauid not be dtvuiged to us by
the Title | office, uses the de-
cennial census data and ad-
Justs it anmuaily to reflect the
number of AFDC rectpients. the
neglected and deitnquent
counts. and the foster child
counts by county.
{continued on page 11)
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b. Academically
disadvantaged

c. Limited
proficient

d. Handicapped/
disabled

As stated above. CVE defines
disadvantaged students as
those who have been tdentified
as etther economucally oc aca-
demically disadvantaged by
appiication of recogntzed
screerung criteria determined
by the ROC/P. State gu’ e~
lines suggestthatacademically
disadvantaged students be
{dentified based an enroliment

ized tests. or student fatiure of
a grade.

CVE defines LEP students as
thase belonging t0 a nadonai
orgin munority group that does
not speak or underscand the
English language. This lack of
understanding asfects course
paructpaton.

CVE deflnes handicapped
students as those with hesith
impairments or {earning dis-
abilities requiring special as-
sistance or materials for couree
partcipation. The state re-
qutres that students be ceru-
Ged as handicapped under the
guidelines for speasl educa-
don.

Academically disadvantaged
students are defined as those
who rank at the bottom 2S5
percent of their class.

pe S c— e SE— C— — ey

LEP students are identified as
such {f they are in a program
for LEP students. CCCOES of-
fictally defines LEP students
as those who do “notspeak and
understand the English lan-
guage in an mstructionat set-
ung weil enough tobernetit from
the tnsagucton and cannot
compiete the objectives of the
program without special assis-
tance.”

Handlcapped/disabled stu-
dents are broken down tnto
eleven categories and idend-
fied as such (f they recetve spe-
cial educaton services for thesr
specific needs.

Definition 1s dertved from the
Pericns reguiations.

Definttion {s dertved from the

Definition 1s dertved from the
Perkins reguiations.
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Academicaily disadvantaged
status used to be determined
by Califorrua Test of Basic
Skills (CTBC] scores tn resd-
ing and math: however. start-
ing last year. academicaily
disadvantaged status s
being determined through
student pordolios and per-
formance testung.

LEP students are determuned
by seif-tdenttfication or upon
the receipt of LEP services.

Handicapped/disabied status
{s determined by seif-identifi-
cauon. referrais from outside
agencies. and/or upon the
request for specisl handi-
capped/disabied services. The
Fayette County School Dis-
trict works off & Deparmnent
of Student Services Ust of
students that have been
tested and screened during
elementary school. and as-
sessed as having some level of
exceptonality.

Any one or more of the follow-
ing critertadetermine academi-
cally disadvantaged status:
GPA below 1.5 on a 4.0 scale
forail courses the previous vear:
score beiowthe25th percenuie
onanaputude test: enroliment
nanaiternattve education pro-
gramtheprevious vear: ordrop-
out or identified as a potential
dropout.

Vocational education students
who may experience difficuity
performing class acttvities and
assignmentsinthe English lan-
guage because their natve
tongue s aianguage otherthan
English are designated as LEP
students,

To be served as handicapped.
2 student must be enrolled tn
a spectai education program
leading to a high school di-
ploma. and must have an indi-
vidualized educationai plan
prescribed by an IEPC.

2. In Alling out their voca-
tional student forms. the
schools are supposed to count
students as economicaily dis-
advantaged {f they (1) have a
famuly income below the pov-
erty itne. (2] are eligible for a
free tunch. (3) are eligible for
AFDC. (4) recerve Pell oracom-
parable grant. or (5] are eligible
for funds under Title Ui of the
Job Training Partnership Act
JTPA.

Any student who scored below
thefifteth percenuiconastan-
dardized aptitude test. whose
secondary GPA is below a 2.0
ona4.0scale, orwho hasfatled
to achieve basic academic com-
petencies. is consdered aca-
demucally disadvantaged.

Students are considered LEP if
(1) English s not thetr first
language. (2] they came from
an environmant where English
was not dominant, or {3) they
scored below the allowable cut-
off for standardired tests of
English progdctency.

Students with a vanety of con-
dittons that will Umie thetr
success in regular vocational
programs aredefined as handi-
capped/disabled. Studentscan
have muidpie disabilities.

P G S G G G G G G— D G G— AR S— G— —

B-10

175

. ‘



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SECONDARY

CALIFORNIA

CoLorapo

e. Single parents
and displaced
homemakers

Neither CVE norCaliforniasec-

ondary educauon defines the
term.

Students who recetve services
for single parents and displaced
homemakers (for exampie.
pregnant teens or teen moth-
ers) are identified through

and the Job Training Partner-
ship Act JTPA)l share thesame
intake form for teen parents
and single parent and displaced
homemaicer programs: thus the
data for services provided by
these state agencies are uni-
form throughout all programs.

8. Followup
procedures

ROC/Ps survey thewr program
completers dunng the Janu-
ary following the end of the
relevant academic year. Some
ROC/Ps also survey thetr pro-
gran leavers, that s, those
students who termunated en-
roliment without meetung
course objectives or achieving
emplayabtlity. Follow-up sta-
tus countsarereported foreach
ROC/P course. Although in-
formation ts collected for both
high school and aduilt students,
follow-up status s notreported
separately for these groups.

Up unul the 1991-82 school
year. follow-up data were
collected on all secondary
program compieters and non-
compieters of occupationally
specific courses, Starting in
1991-92. onty graduates will
be followed up. Graduates are
followed up between six toeight
months after program comple-
ton (between November and
February of the year following
graduaton). Mainly teachers
call graduates to gan folow-
up information.

At the secondary level. follow-
upisdone by thelead tnstruc-
torin the vocational programs
of agriculture. business.
heaith. marketing, occupa-
tional home economucs. teen
parenting, and trade and in-
dustry. Follow-up retlectsstu-
dent status as of December/
January of the vear following
graduaton from high school.
Follow-up (s Umited to pro-
gram compieters. [nstructors
report the status of students
in the following categories:
military, employed (related or
not related to gamning, pur-
suing additionai educauon
(vocattonal or acaderuci, seek-
ing empiovment. not tn the
labor force, unimown. and de-
ceased. Instructors are tree to
dofollow-upinwhatever man-
ner they choose. Most use the
matl first and then follow-up
by teiephone. Response rates
appear to be rather J00d—70
percent or better. There are
no systemauc surveys of em-
ployers.
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Rhode island does not collect

data regarding singie parents

and dispiaced homemakers. or

carrectonal factiities. Rhode

Island expects to collect this

information in the future.
Completers are followed up | Follow-ups are conducted by | Follow-up i3 conducted for se- | Arecentstudy by the Nationai
stx months after they gradu- | the local schooi district within | ntors six months after they | Governors’ Association found
ate. Localschool districts are | a period not greater than nmne graduate fromavocationai pro- | that in most states (eighteen
given the latitude to follow up | months following graduation gram. No follow-ups are con- { of thirty secondary agencies
in any manner they choose. { (between February and April). | ducted for students who com- resporxiing to the survey) pro-
Theachooi districtvisited has | Surveys can be conducted by | pieted their vocational program | gram followup s decentral-
teachers conduct ateiephone { mail or phone. and in the fu- before graduation. Each indi- § ized. being conducted by locai
follow-up of gainful graduates

inJanuary. Kentucky Tech's
area vocational schoois have
a untform six-month follow-
up survey that instructors ad-
mintster.

ture the VEDS system can be
used to factlitate automauc
phone connections. The state
provides a sampie follow-up
format. but the districts may
use thetr own format, as iong
as they include the necessary
state fields. On average, a re-
sponse rate of 76 percent is
attatned. Follow-ups are con-
ducted each year forthe foliow-
ing typesof program completers
only: (1] those tweifth grade
and adult students completing
aprogramin the preceding year:
and (2) those eieventh grade
students completing a program
two years prior. Empioyer fol-
low-ups are not conducted.
Additionaily. the state offers to
anaiyze the data of any district
that wishes to do follow-up on
non-vocational student

viduai school is responsible for
conducting the follow-up. Al-
though schools generslly use
the masi approach., it is recog-
nized a3 ineffective. and re-
sponse rates are only about
twenty-four percent.

forms are sent to students by
the schools with a return enve-
lope addressed to the state.
wheredata is entered and ana-
lyzed. Optional questions are
{ncluded to assess the former
students’ empioyers. and their
attitades about the students’
tratning.

education agenctes (Amico.
1993).
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9.

Faculty

CVE annually coliects infor-
manon on the number of certt-
fled and classitied stasfin each
ROC/P. including admintstra-
tors. teachers. pupil services
personnel. paraprotessionais.
office and clerical staff, and
other classified staff, Each
ROC/P reports the number of
full-ume {counted as :adividu-
als) and part-time (counted as
full-ime equivalent (FTE)) staff
in each category. as weil as the
number of males and fernales
by their race-ethnicity. ROC/
Ps report all staff employed di-
rectly or through contracted
agreements with parucipaung
counties or schoetl districts. in
turn. CBEDS requires that
counties/districts report the
numper of classitied staff. by
classiied category. full- and
part-time status. gender. and
race-ethnicity.  Counties/dis-
tricts aiso provide tnformation
ont teacher shortage and de-
mand. based on the number
of emergency credentals or
warvers allowed. the numberof
vacant posigons. and the ex-
pected number of hirees for
each subjectarea. in additton.
all cerufied stasf members are
required to provide tnforma-
tion on their teaching and/or
non-teaching assignments (in-
cluding thenumber of students
in ¢ ch coursel. gender and
race-ethrucity. highest educa-
ton ievel. number of vears or
professional educauonai ser-
vice, tenurestatus, ruil- or part.
time status. and type ot teach-
\ng credennal. Since cerufied
staffreportall thairassuznments.,
ncfuding any conoactual ar-
rangenentswith ROC /Ps. these
CBEDS data overiap with the
annuai CVE cerufted staff
counts. without anv simpie
means of undupiicaung the
informacon.

Teacher data are routinelv col-
lected through an automated
datasvstern Teachers are den-
tftled as vocatonal or academic
on the basis of their creden-
tale,

The state can identify voca-
tonal tnsouctors.
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The State Department of
Education collects dataocnail
professional staff and teach-
ers within the department.
This inciudes vocatiopai
teachers in secondary schools
and tnstructars at locally run
area vocatonal centers. in-
formaton on Kentucky Tech's
facuity. thatis. instructors at
the state-operated area voca-
tonaicenters. ts not untformiy
collected. Data on facuity
would have to be obtained
directly from the personnel
files kept at the state levei.

Teacherinformanonis collected
2ad kept with the Teacher Cer-
tification Unit. a separate
branch of the Department of
Education. Districts must re-
port teachers’ social securnty
numbers for each vocational
course secton offered. The
teacher tnformation can be
accessed through this Unk be-
tween the courses and teacher

Since the number of schools tn
Rhode Island offertng voca-
tonal programs (area voca-
tonal schools) is so few. the
data colieeted on the mstruc-
tors are kept on file in hard
copy at the state department.
The system is so small that the
stazedirector has direct imowi-
edge of most inswuctors. The
following tnstructor informa-
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1. Status of data In the past. vocational educa- { Colorado has an automated. | [daho does not mamntain stu-

automation ton data at the postsecondary | integrated. individual student § dent record systems at the
level werecoliected through the { record data system that in- { stateievel. Local postsecond-
Californta Commuruty College | ciudes both secondary and { ary agencies report data to
{CCC) system’s automated Vo- | postsecondary information. the State Division of Voca-
caticnal Student Data System tional Educatton on paper
(VSDS). A minority of CCC dts- forms. These arethenentered
tricts submitted thetr VSDS into the state’s data system.
data on hard copy. However. which maintains aggregate
because of the use of flat files. data on each agency. At the
and the use of 2 VSDS-speaitic local level, all of the campuses
student idenufler rather than appesr to have automated
social secunty number, there studentrecords. aithough the
was no way to link the voca- systemns ditfer among sites. A
tional data to other data collec- state-level, automated post-
tionefforts. Currently. thestate secondary student record
i{s phasing in an integrated system is planned for the
Management information Sys- 1993-94 academic year but
tem (MIS) for all postsecondary not yet implemented.
education in the CCC system,
including vocatticnal and
nonvocational educaton. and
relytng on social security num-
bers as student tdenufiers.
However, a few CCC districts
still do not gather social secu-
ity numbers. The MIS will
generate all reports to federal
agencies. the state iegislature,
and to local institutions.

2. Leveis of For a number of years. the CCC | Colorado counts only the stu- | At the postsecondary level.
vocational system has used a state-devel- | dents pursuing a vocational | thereisnodistincuonbetween
coursetaking oped Student Accountablity { program. that is. those who { specific and general laboer

Model {SAM) for assugng a | were enrolled in at least six § market programs. All repoct-

vocational major to a student.
[nstitutions  assign one of the
following SAM codes to each vo-

codes B or C: and second. a tally
of all stucients with SAM cocles D
or F. CCC also provides enroil-
ments i apprentceship (SAM
code /). Inaddition. CCCcounts
compietons for students with
SAM codes 8 or C. and for stu-
dants i apprenciceahip programs.

semester hours of a vocationai
program durtng a singie se-
mester.

{ng ts done by six-digit code
(see below}.
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Kentucky has an automated } Michigan has an automated | The state of Rhode isiand is | Arecent study by the National
individuai studentrecordsys- | data sysiem cailed the CTS | unique in that it has onily one { Governors' Association found
tem at the state level for gain- | (Computer-Based Telecommu- { communuty cotlege. which s | thata majority of states (ntne
ful students. Records are | nicatons System). which fa- | extended to muitipie campuses. | of fourteen postsecondary
computerized at the commu- | cilitates the passage of student | The school has acomputerized | agencies responding to the
nity colleges and universities. | data. includingvocauonaldata. { student-level data collection

Movement towards automa-
ton is occuring within the
Kentucky Tech system (en-
compassing the state-run
secondary area vocational
centers and the postsecond-
ary vocationai-technical
schoolsl. Four of the Ken-
tucky Tech sites have been
computerized as part of a pi-
lot program. At these piot
sites. student data is entered
into the cn-line syatem ac the
local school.

from the commumnty colleges
to the state. Each school col-
lects and stores the {nforma-
tion at the school through a
computer driven student-level
record system. based upon a
school identification number.
The information is then passed
along to the state through the
CTS in aggregate form.

system that it uses for its own
programming purposes. How-
ever, the swuate does not have a
computenized postsecondary
vocational data system. The
state recetves onty schooi-level
data reports that are submit-
ted on federal IPEDS forms.

survey) have a centralized
vocational MIS system. gen-
erally indicating that a stngle
automated entity receives
hard copy or etectronically
transmitted data from local
instituttons (Amico. 1993).

Kentucky counts students
enrolied in both gainful and
non-gainful programs. Within
the Kentucky Tech system.
this distinction is dependent
upon the length of the pro-
gram 1in which a student is
enroiled. Programs of 500
hours or more are conswdered
gainful programs. while pro-
grams ot less than 500 hours
are considered non-gainful
programs. The community
colleges and four-year uni-
versities maike the gainful/
non-ganfui determtnation
using students’ majors and

Michigan has established dif-
ferences among the vanous
types of students enrolled at
the postsecondary level based
upon thetr academic ortenta-
tion. Three types of students
extst: {1) students enrolled in
credit courses seeking a formal
degree/award {that is. a pro-
grami: (2} students enroiled in
credit courses not seeidng a
formal degree/award: and (3)
students enrolied in non-credit
courses. Student enroiiment
data are collected accoceding to
these classifications.

The state does not provide a
clear definition for postsecond-
ary vocatonal students. For
policy reasons, the achool has
tried not to classify students
into vocatonal tracks. There-
fore. the school can oniy iden-
tify vocationai students by a
process of eliminarnng those
students not enrolled tn a spe-
cifically academic or transfer
program. The school mamntains
course and program data that
couid be used to further iden-
tify vocatonal students. but it
cannot do so because it lacks a

definition to classify vocational
the programs in which they students.
are enroiled,
B-16 ]%;
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sttion-from VSDS to MIS, CCC
impiemented an tntertm coi-
lection of the new Perkins I
special populations. The fully
implemented MIS wili be abie
to produce undupiicated
counts of these groups.

programs and among programs
can be extracted from the
student record database. The
difficuity encountered s notin
the use and quality of the data.
but in the idenuficatton of
special popuiaton students.
Theavatlable data aretine. but
the probiem iies in the infor-
mation that was not coilected.
Special popuiadon status is
service driven: i students seeic
services .directed at special
popuiatons, then they are ia-
beled as such: if they do not
seek spectal services. thenthey
are not identified as such.

IssuEs CALIFORNIA CoLorADO Inano
3. Ability to provide | Because of its detaled SAM | Colorado has a student record | Institutions report undupli-
duplicated and decision mee and its student | daca svstem at the state level, | cated head counts by six-digit
unduplicated record system. the CCC systems | thus has the flexability t0 ag- | CIP code. These counts are
counts ts able t0 provide unduplicated | gregate and re-aggregate the | reporied by race-ethnicity by
counts of students enrolled tn. | data 0 provide unduplicated { sex. Additionally, counts of
a. of all students and completing, specific voca- | enroilment counts of students | handicapped students. stu-
tonaiprograms. However. CCC { both within programs and {dents with Umited English
uses a suate-developed Tax- | among programs. Programsare | proficiency. and dissdvan-
onowy of Programs (TOP) to | defined atthe six-digitClPlevel. | taged students are also
classify its vocauonal pro- | and students are asugned to | provided. Postcecondary in-
grams. rather than the NCES- | programs based on thetrcourse | stitutions also report total
developed Classtfication of | enrollment. However. in cases | student contact hours by six-
{nstructional Programs (CIP). { where the student is enroiled { digit program code.
Although the TOP has been { inmorethancne programares,
cross-waiked to the CIP. some | the state uses an aigorithm
discrepancies between the | thatassigns the studenttoone
systems exist, at ieast at the | program oaly.
margins. For example, wiule
some TOP programs are con-
sidered vocational by the state.
thetr CIP equivaients are not.
Furthermore. some courses (n
CIP vocananai program areas
areconsiiered by the statefand
arecoded tn TOP) as ransieror
nonvocatonal courses.
b. by demographic | The oid VSDS coilected tnfor- { Once the spectal populagen
group and mation on the tnstructional { (nformarnion has been collected.
specisl popula- setting of Perkins | special | unduplicated counts of spectal
tion status popuiatons. During the tran- { population enroliment within

-
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[nformation on gatnful
courses and studexnts is avatl-
able in individual student
record form. Thus, atthestate
level, whether at the Depant-
ment of Educaton. the Board
of Higher Educaton. or at
Kentucky Tech, student en-
roliment data can be undu-
plicated by program and
aCcTOSs programa. Aggregate
data are coilected by program
on noa-gunful courses and
students. Thus. undupticated
counts are available only for
enroliment within programs.
1Ot acTo8s programs.

Kentucky can aggregate and
re-zggregate data on gatnful
students by thetr spectal
popuistion status because of
the state’s ability to sort by
indtvidual student record.
However. non-gamnful program
counts of spectal populations
are undupiicated within type
and program. but are dupit-
cated between types of spe-
cial popuiauons and among
programs.

Michigan bases program en-
roilment counts upon the in-
tentons that students declare
to compiete a certan degree/
award. Michigan can provide
total undupiicated counts of
student program enroliments
across ail programs. Students
who are not seeking a formal
degree/award are not inctuded
in the program enrollment
counts. Students can not be
duplicated in more than one
program, because theycanonly
seek one degree. For data col-
lection purposes. the state de-
parunent desigrates esch pro-
gram that the schooisofferbva
comparable CIP code. Also, for
funding purposes. Michigan
collects information about
teaching contact hours by pro-
gram. However. thesedataare
aggregated. meamng that itis
notpossible to getstudent head
countsor todetermme thetypes
of students served by demo-
graphic characteristics.

Michigan collects two types of
enrollment data. The first type
is fall enrollment data, which
are aggregate totals of ail
students enroiled at the com-
munity coileges during count
dzy in the fail semester. These
data are coilected by part-time
and full-time destgnations: by
studentciassification levels (for
example, degree seeking): and
by race-ethnicity. gender. age.
residence status. handicapped
statuus, and age. No information
regarding program enrollments
are included in these counts.
The second type of enroliment
data is year end enroilment.
collected by program and by
race-ethnicity. genaer. age,
handicapped, and residence
status. Data on other students
(stngle parenits and dispiaced
homemakers. limited English
profictent (LEP). academicaily
and economucally disadvan-
taged, and corrections) are

areaudited by theswute through
on-site evaiuauon visits. These
spectal reports must be com-
pleted by any school recetving
federai funds for vocational
education.

The IPEDS survevs inciude the
fall enroliment survey of all stu-
dents and the blannual survey
of enroiiments in occupatioa-
ally specific cernficate pro-
grams. The Commuruty College
of Rhode lalnd (CCRI} does
have student-level course
enroliment dita. but because
the school has not defined
vocational courses. it is not
able tc provide vocational
course enroilment counts.

Student demographic data are
collected and can be merged
with the student course files
using the students’ social se-
curity numbers. However. CCRI
does not usuaily merge and
anaiyze these data because of
iimited staff ttme and resources.
From these data. duplicated
course enroliments couid be
broken down by race, gender.
handicapped. and academically
and economically disadvan-
taged.
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4. Students incituded
in enrollment
counts

MIS inciudes ail students en-
roiling in at least one census
class or attending at least one
positive attendance class, that
is. open enuy/exit courses.
such as basic siclls.

To be tneiuded tn the count of
vocational students. a student
must be enrolled for at lcast
six semester hours in a single
vocational program in the se-
mester being surveyed. Those
students with less than six
semester hours are counted
in the vocational full-time
equivaient (FTE). but notasa
vocational student. Students
can only be enruiled in one
program: when students are
identified as beng enrotled in
two programs. they are ran-
domly assigned at the state
level to a single program.

full-ime and part-ume stu-
dents.

5. Timing of
enroilment
count and data
collection

Enroliment counts are taken
during one of two censuses for
daily or weekly census ciasses.
and the data are reported to
the state at the end of term.
However. some iocal admints.
tators compiained that the
fourth week census did not
count enroilments during the
second nine-week term or for
some positive attendance
classes. Some also complained
that summer COUrses were not
counted.

Data collection occurs during
the last semester of the aca-
demic year for the two previous
semesters. Datatothe state for
Perkins reporting are due be-
fore the final student data are
commpiete (the spring semescer

s stiil insesaton). However, the

final audit, due to the Colorado
Council on Higher Education
on July 15. contains the com-
plete enroiiment data of the
previous academic year. This
final enroilment database be-
comes the master database
from which all others are cut
and that provides the tnforma-
don for all audits.

The count is made on the
tenth instructionai day ofeach
8-weeit session.

6. Definition of

program
compieters

Under VSDS. CCC identified a
program compieter as cithera
student with a SAM code of B
or C who recerved an associate
degree or program ceruficate.
orastudent with a SAM code of
B who compieted a B-level
course. Under MIS. successful
compiction was assumed if the
student reached a B-level
course.

Compieters are identiied by

award of a vocational degree et |

ceruficate.

A completeris “astudent who
finished a planned sequence
of courses, services, o actvi-
tes destgned to meet & voca-
tional occupational cbjective.
This person must have met
all the requirements of the
tnstitution for program
whether or not |
the person graduated from
the tnstitution.” Offictals
questioned the accuracy of
compieter counts.
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Enroliment counts generaily
{nclhude all vocatonal students
registered and enrolled in all
levels of postsecondary pro-
grams, whether ceruficate or
degree programs. However,
secondary students taking
postsecondary courses at a
Kentucky Tech vocational-
technical school are not
conatdered postsecondary
students in the annual per-
formance report but are
considered postsecondary
students in IPEDS reporung.

Counts of program enrallment
areverydifficuit to interpret for
two reasona. First. admintatra.

is much discrepancy between
students’ deciarations and
actual program compietions.
Secorud. students who go on to
four-year universities might he
counted for enroilment in a
vocational program and recetve
the training, even though they
will be transferring on to con-
tinuetheireducation. Because
of these inconsistencies. pro-
gram enroliments are not
clearly defined untt gradua-
ton (completion). when pro-
gram destgnation s contirmed.

Clearly. there is a lack of accu-

For the programs under Ken-
tucky Tech. enrcllments are
reported as of October 1. In
the untversity system. all in-
stitutions report carollments
as of five days after the startof
the semester.

Count day for fall enroliment
collection is either the tenth
day of class. or after one-tenth
of the fall term has passed.
Count day for year end enroll-
ment is at the termination of
the academic year (after June
30).

Vocational enroliment counts
are collected biannuaily. asre-
quired by the federal IPEDS
data collections.

At Kentucky Tech's voca-
tionai-technical schools. a
compieter is defined as 2
recipient of a certificate or
diploma tn a long-term
program {a program of 500
or more hours). At the com-
munity colieges and untver-
sities, vocational students
who recetve their associate
degrees are compieters.

Students are considered
compicters if they have saus-
fled all the requurements for a
nne- or two-year occupational
education program (and the
award s actuaily conferred|.

The generai definition of & pro-
gram compieter 1S a student
who recetves a certficate or

Arecentstudy by the National
Governors’ Assoctation found
that the definttion of

. | compieters differs across

states and across local inst-
tutions within a state (Amico.
1993). For exsmpie: (1) Mlinois
defines a " program compieter”
as a student who compietes
a sequence of courses to
acquire academic and occu-
pationai competence and
receives & Certificate or asso-

compieters.” including course
completers with varying
amounts of credits eamned:
degres compieters: and cer-
tticate compisters with vory-

ing armounts of training.
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7. ldentification of

b. Academically
disadvantaged

c. Limited English
proficient

student qualifies for Ananctal
aid rather than recewes inan-
clalasd, Deterounationis based
on Pell grants and the state's
Basic Educaton Opportunity
Grants {tuition reitef) or other
stmtlar financial aid.

s e ST A t— a— — —

The SAM manuai suggests
identifying academically dis-
advantaged students based on
enrollment in remedtal instruc-
tion or placement on academic
probaton. (ndividual insttu-
tions choose which method to
use.

State-jevel admintatrators be-
lieved that some institutons
defined an LEP student as any
student who took an ESLclase.
However, the adounistrators
were not sure whether all tnsti-
tutions defined this popuiation
(n the same way.

Students are considered eco-
nomically disadvantaged if
they have famtly tncomes at
or below the poverty tirte. This
information comes from the
student financial aid form.

i G A G w— S— S— d—

Entering students are deter-
mined to be academicaily
disadvantaged if they do not
perform up to a certain level
on the SAT/ACT or on the
entry assessment instru-
ments {students who did not
take the SAT/ACT are as-
sessed upont enty). Earolled
students are considered aca-
demicsally disadvantaged if
they are performing below
grade level and have been
referred to. or have sought
special services.

LEP students are identified
ss such if they seek LEP ser-
vices provided by the commu-
nity colleges. The Colorado
Community College and Oc-
cupatonal Education System
{(CCCOES] offictally defines
LEP students as those whodo
*not speak and understand
the English language in an
tnstructional setting well
enough to benefit from the
tnstruction and cannot com-
plete the objectives of the
program without spectal as-
sistance.”

See the definttion under
secondary educaton.

See the definttion under
secondary education.

See the definition under
secondary educaton.
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Students wtio recetve Pell
grants and/or who report
that thetr income fails below
federal poverty lines are
considered economucaily dis-
advantaged. Students are
identified through financial
and tntake forms from the
asseasmentand learming cen-
ters. These two forms may not
capture the entire universe of
economucally disadvantaged
students.

At Kentucky Tech's voca-
tional~technical schools.
Test of Aduit Basie Educa-
tion (TABE) scores are used
to determine academically
disadvantaged status. The
community colieges and ung-
versities may tdentify aca-
demically disadvantaged
students in different ways.
At the community college
visited. academicaily disad-
vantaged students are those
who were recommended for
remedial work based on their
placement testing.

Students in Kentucky Tech's
vocationai-technical schoois
are defined as LEP {f they re-
cetve spectial LEP services or if
they self-reported LEP status
on the student protile sheet,
one of the enrollment intake
forms.

Economucally disadvantaged
students are defined as those
who are from families recetving
filnancial assistance. or are
migrants.

Students defined as academt-
cally disadvantaged inciude
those who are dropouts or po-
tendal dropouts from high
school. those who tested below
the 25th percenttie on a stan-
dardized apttude/achteve-
ment exam. those who had
secondary grades lower thana
2.0 GPA on a 4.0 scale. those
who do not have mmimum
academic competencies or are
carrying less than 2 2.0 grade
in an occupatonal program or
Job training course, those who
havemuitiple withdrawais from
prerequisites (or occupational
orjob traning, those who have
been reterred by facuity or staff
as needing services in order to
succeed. and those who have
seif-determined the need for
services in order to succeed.

LEP individuais are defined
by sectton 703 {a) (1) of the
Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 19685.

[The primary source of data for
identifving special popuiations
s servicedeitvery. Forexxampie,
if 3 student recetves aid in
mamstreaming, or mobtiity
assistance, the student wouid
be classified as handicapped.
Additionaily. students may
seif-report thetr speciai needs.,
without recetving a particular
service, Many problems arise
when identifying academicaily
and economicsally disadvan.
taged students. Because
amiiy needy students do not
ever receive services for thetr
special needs. they are not
tneluded tn data collection.|
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d. Handicapped/
disabled

e. Single parents
and displaced
homemakers

8. Followup
procedures

Student disabtlities must be
vertfied through a stateoffice.
However. the state exciudes
psychological disabiiities and
substance abuse from the
federal definition. State-level
admintstrators were not sure
whether tnstitutions inciuded
the two state-excluded dis-
abilittes in their definitions
for vocational data reporung.

State-level administrators
stated that some institutions
donotidentify single parents.
However., data were main.
tatned by the tnstitutions
for all partucipants in the
New tHorizons/Sex Equity
programs for stngie parents.
displaced homemaiers, and
nontraditional students.
Standard data were eoilected
based on a state-developed
Prograra Accountablity Model.

CCC does not collect any ag-
gregate foliow-up data. Instead.
local institutions and districts
determine whether to conduct
a follow-up survey. However.
CCC did sponsor the develop-
ment of a standard two-part
survey form that was irst used
tnthespringof 1992. The class-
room part of the survey was
gven to all advanced occupa-
tional students (those with SAM
codes B and C) In the spring
semaester. and then the foilow-
up part was sent to the same
studients six months after they
left school.

Handicapped/disabied stu-
dents are troken down tnto
eleven categories and identt-
fled oniy when they seek ser-
vices for thetr disabdlity. Even
entertng students who have
been wdentified at the second-
ary level as disabled are not

counted at the postsecondary
ievel as such.

Unless a student seeks ser-
vices for. and seif-identifies as.
a singie parent. there is no
identification of the student as
such.

Students arefollowed upayear
after compieting theic program.
although this vares somewhat
because not all studenits intsh
their program at the same tirme
in the schoot year. The com-
munity coileges have a stan-
dard follow-up phone survey
performed by teachers. The
community college visited had
approxamately & sixty to sixty-
five percent response rate. in
addition. an empioyer satisfac-
ton survey is performed.

See the definition under
secondary educadon.

See the definition under
secondary educadon.

b e ey c— — — t— du—y

The procedure s simiisr to

follow-up at the secondary
level. However. at the post-
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Handicapped/disabled status
is determined by seif-identfi-
cation on intake forms, from
outside agency referrais.and/
or upon the request for spe-
clal handicapped/disabled
services.

Singie parent and dispiaced
homemaker status is deter-
mined by seif-identification
on the confidential entering
student survey used by
universities and community
colleges. or on Kentucky
Tech's vocational-technicai
schoois intake form.

Compieters and, {f approved.
thetr empioyers. are followed
up six months after they
@aduate or complete thetr
program. Compietersin Ken-
tucky Tech's vocationai-
technical schools are aiso
followed up two years after
compietion. Postsecondary
{natitutions {(comemunity col-
legea and reponal untvermitien)
used to conduct a two- and

fAive-yenrioliow-up sncdnowonly
conduct a three-year follow-
up. The community college
visited is conducting a five-

and a ten-year follow-up on
its own.

Students considered to be
handicapped or disabled are
those with a history of physical
or mental impairment Mmiting
major life activities. or those
deemed disabled according to
part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. or
those designated as disabled
under section 504 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973.

An individual who ts unmarried
or legally separated and has cus-
tody or joint custody of one or
mare children ts designated a
single parent. Displaced home-
malers inchude aduits who have

istics atmatriculation. However,
itisnotclear if accurate informa-
ton for first-year students re-
garding LEP and disadvantaged
status is avalable until aptitude
tests are conducted.

Follow-up reports are conducted
by each achooi for students who
graduated rom thetr programs
nthepreceding year. Only those
whograduated the year prior are
surveyed. Thesereportsmustbe
submitted within nine monthe of
graduation. Follow-ups arecon-
ducted by program by gender
andrace-ethnicity. Schools may
crente thetr own survey fonnat
and hire out the work to an

Graduate follow-ups are con-
ducted regarding employment
experience and empioyer satis-
faction for those students that
compieted and recetved an as-
sociatedegreein the prioryear.
All other students are exchaded.,
including those students who
recetved a certtficate, CCRI re-
ports an average of eighty per-
cent response rate to this
graduate survey. CCRI also
conducts a follow-up on non-
returning students. Targeted
students inciude those who
were enroiled full-time tn the
two prior semesters but did not
return in the cwsrentyear, The
NUTVEY assceses students' rea-

pur- { sons for not retrning.

Arecent study by the National
Governors’' Assoctation found
that {n most states {seven of
eleven postsecondary agencies
respondtng to the survey) pro-
gram followup ts decentral-
ized, betng conducted by iocal
institutions (Amico, 1993).
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9. Facuity VSDS did not collet any tac- | There 13 no comprehenstve | Postsecondary tnsttutions
information uitydata. (ncontrase. MIS can

currently produce a duplicated
count of instructors based ona
count of vocational course sec-
tons. inthe future, MIS should
be able 0 wentfy indtvidual
instructors based on soctal se-
curity numbers (or & unuque
district-assigned identfier),
and be able to link them to
courses and cCourse sections.

database on education fac-
ulty at the postsecondary
levet.

usethe (PEDS facuity survey.
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Postsecondary institutions
under the Untversity of Ken-
tucky. which includes ail the
communitvcolieges, havejust
begun to implement a com-
prehenstve human resocurce
system. This system makes
no disunction between voca-
tional and non-vocational
teachers. Facuity informasion
on Kentucky Tech's voca-
tional-technicai schoois
would need to be obtatned
directly from the personnei
files kept at the state ievel.

Michigan collects tnformation
on full.-time facuity through its
annual Full-Time instructionsi
Facuity Report. Informationis
collected regarding the follow-
ing: salaries. tenure, fringe
benefits. contract length, sex.
andacadermc rank. Thesedata
are coilected on October 1
each year. However, these are
aggregate numbers regarding
facuity. and are not broken
down according to programs or
deparunents.

The college keeps computer-
tzed facuity data about creden-
tials. years of experience atthe
coilege, and program teaching
asaignment by CIP code. Addi-
tonaily, the coilege matntains
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